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ABSTRACT
The self-concept of high achieving gifted children was investigated 
from a multidimensional perspective, examining the influence of the 
social comparison group employed and the relationship between parents' 
and teachers' perceptions and children's self-concept. The sample 
included 61 high achieving gifted children of both sexes enrolled in 
grades four through eight, participating in a one day per week 
segregated enrichment program, their parents and enrichment teachers.
A control group consisted of normally achieving peers in regular 
classrooms matched for grade and sex, their parents and regular 
classroom teachers. The results suggested that the gifted group held 
generally positive self-perceptions but were best distinguished from 
the regular classroom group by more positive perceptions of ability 
within the realm of academic performance. Both groups were generally 
equivalent in their perceptions of ability in the athletic domain, 
satisfaction with physical characteristics and perceptions of 
popularity. Gifted children were found almost exclusively to be 
comparing themselves to regular classroom peers when making self­
appraisals. Consistent with expectations, children's self-perceptions 
were positively related to parents' and teachers' perceptions across 
most self-concept domains, with relatively high congruence among the 
adults' perceptions within gifted and regular classroom groups. 
Differences in perceptions between the adults of the gifted and 
tegular classroom groups mirrored the distinctions found in the 
children's self-perceptions. Perceived parental evaluations were found 
to be most strongly related to gifted children's general feelings of
ii
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self-worth. The results were discussed in terms of social comparison 
theory and the theory of reflected appraisals, raising implications for 
parents, teachers, programming, and future research.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
In a recent chapter exploring processes involved in children's self- 
concept formation, Harter (1985a) has noted that in the present decade 
the self has been resurrected as a legitimate psychological construct. 
Renewed interest has been expressed by a variety of authors from 
numerous orientations including developmentalists, social learning 
theorists, cognitive-attributional theorists, and educational 
Psychologists. Continuing in the spirit of this current revival, some of 
the mysteries of the self present in intellectually gifted children were 
investigated in the present study.
Most authors in the general literature on self-concept agree that 
self-concept is an important variable in processes of learning and 
development (Coopersmith, 1967; Cotton, 1983; Felker, 1974; Mack, 1983; 
Wylie, 1979; Yanamoto, 1972; Yawkey, 1980). According to Mack (1983), 
"Each phase of development provides particular tasks and arenas of human 
relationships out of which the sense of self and self-regard emerge11 
(P- 13). The importance of self-concept in the learning environment has 
been addressed by several authors. In reviewing the history of 
educational thinking as it relates to self-esteem, Geraty (1983) has 
noted that recently educators have become increasingly aware of the 
relationship between self-esteem and school achievement. Both Purkey 
(1970) and Wylie (1979) in their comprehensive reviews of studies which 
have investigated this relationship concluded that a correlation between 
Self-concept aca(jemic achievement does exist, and that positive self-
1
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2concept is generally associated with good academic achievement. Indeed, 
in Purkey's (1968) view, outside of the home, the school plays the second 
most important role in the formation of the self.
In recent years increased concern regarding social-emotional 
adjustment (with self-concept as one aspect of this domain) has been 
directed toward one particular group of children within the learning 
environment, specifically, the intellectually gifted. Altman (1983) has 
noted that since the classic longitudinal investigations of Lewis Terman 
and his associates (Terman, 1925; Terman 8 Oden, 1947, 1959), the 
literature in gifted education has traditionally maintained that gifted 
children are superior in their social-emotional adjustment relative to 
their non-gifted peers. However, Altman and others (e.g., Tidwell, 1980, 
Webb, Tolan § Meckstroth, 1982) have described what appears to be a 
recent shift, or reevaluation of thinking among professionals in gifted 
education and related disciplines. Concerns have been expressed by 
several authors (e.g., Altman, 1983; Kaplan, 1983; Lajoie § Shore, 1981; 
Schauer, 1976) about the particular psychosocial problems faced by 
gifted youngsters and their school adjustment, for example, feelings of 
alienation, self-critical feelings, perfectionism, development of 
realistic self-concepts. Tidwell (1980) has suggested that the increased 
concern may be due, in part, to changes in the composition of the gifted 
population. Acceptance of an expanded concept of giftedness and the 
adoption of multidimensional approaches for identification have
w
resulted in a population which is more heterogeneous in most respects 
than was previously the case.
Many authors in the literature claim that society needs the 
contribution of well-integrated, highly functioning gifted individuals
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
(e.g., Clark, 1983; Franks § Dolan, 1982; Newland, 1976). Clark (1983), 
and Franks and Dolan (1982) have argued that most definitions of 
giftedness tend to emphasize cognitive functions, but in order for these 
individuals to approach maximum intellectual capacity, their social- 
emotional, physical and intuitive functioning must also be well 
developed. Several authors (Hall, 1978; Kaplan, 1983) have been 
relatively more specific by suggesting that if the gifted are to become 
fully functioning individuals they require assistance in identifying and 
accepting all aspects of their personalities. In this regard, the 
particular task of developing accurate and realistic self-concepts has 
been viewed as crucial. Indeed, in groups of gifted children who achieve 
far below their potential capabilities (i.e., gifted underachievers), 
unfavourable self-concepts and low self esteem have frequently been 
cited as contributing factors (Fine 5 Pitts, 1980; Saurenman 6 Michael, 
1980; Whitmore, 1980).
The present investigator was interested in the self-concept of high 
achieving gifted children in terms of their own self-perceptions and 
factors that might have an impact on these perceptions, including the 
role of social comparison processes; significant others' perceptions of 
their competency; and the children*s perceptions of-the attitudes which 
significant others hold towards the self.
In this chapter the prevailing models of self-concept and their 
ass°ciated measurement strategies will be briefly reviewed. Secondly, 
research relevant to the self-concept of gifted children will be 
Presented, noting the differential application of various self-concept 
models and other methodological issues related to the inconsistencies 
found in this body of literature. Finally, research addressing some of
with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
the factors which may influence children's self-concept, and consideration 
of a recently developed instrument designed to measure self-concept and 
influencing factors, that is, the Self-Perception Profile for Children 
(Harter, 1985b), will be presented.
Models of Self-Concept
A number of different conceptual models of the self-concept have 
been put forth, each associated with a different strategy of measurement. 
Harter (1985a) has provided an excellent review of the prevailing models 
^ d  attempts made at operationalizing self-concept.
In presenting the numerous models of self-concept, Harter (1985a) 
has outlined one conceptual approach which maintains that self-concept is 
a unitary construct rather than one broken down into distinct subparts. 
Coopersmith (1967) is a notable advocate of this approach. He has 
concluded that if children make distinctions about their self-worth in 
different areas of experience, these distinctions are made within the 
existing, overall general appraisal of self-worth. In keeping with the 
cuidimensional approach, self-concept is assessed by presenting a number 
of items tapping a range of content, for example, school, family, peers, 
self, and general social activities, and a total or aggregate score is 
obtained by summing across all items, giving them equal weight. It is 
assumed that the total score or measure of general self-worth reflects 
one's sense of self across different life domains.
Some theorists and investigators have challenged the unidimensional 
model asserting that it may mask important distinctions children make 
across the various domains in their lives (e.g., Harter, 1985a;
Mullener § Laird, 1971). Thus, a second model conceptualizes self- 
concept as multidimensional in nature. Mullener and Laird (1971) found
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
5a significant trend with age toward greater differentiation among five 
separate domains when used to evaluate the self. The domains include 
social responsibility, achievement needs, intellectual skills, 
interpersonal skills, and physical skills. Similarly, Harter (1985b) 
employed factor analytic procedures to document that children, age eight 
and older, make distinctions between five separate domains when 
evaluating the self. Her domains axe slightly different than those of 
Mullener and Laird and include scholastic competence, athletic competence, 
social acceptance, physical appearance, and behavioral conduct. In the 
Multidimensional approach the self is thus depicted as a profile of 
evaluative judgements across specific domains.
Although the measurement strategies of Harter (1985b) and Mullener 
Laird (1971) clearly reflect an underlying model of self-concept that 
ls Multidimensional in nature, Harter (1985a) has indicated that the 
Mature of the underlying model is more ambiguous in several other 
Measurement approaches that superficially appear to be reflective of a 
Multidimensional model of self-concept. Closer inspection of these 
additional measures suggests underlying models which fall somewhere in 
between unidimensional and multidimensional approaches. Specifically, 
these measures include the Piers-Harris Self Concept Scale (Piers, 1969), 
the Sears Self-Concept Inventory (Sears, 1966), and the Tennessee Self- 
Concept Scale (Fitts, 1965). With regard to the Piers-Harris and Sears 
Scales, in their initial model, self-concept was conceptualized as 
^^dimensional. However, based on logical analysis only, Sears proposed 
nine distinct subtests, inferring that each constitutes a differential 
aspect of self-concept. Subsequent factor analytic studies of the Piers- 
Harris Scale (Michael, Smith S Michael, 1975; Piers, 1969) have revealed
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
six primary factors. However, Harter (1985a) has noted that since the 
instrument was not designed to tap specific domains, low loadings and 
cross loadings appear in the factor structure. Based on the results of 
their multitrait-multimethod study of the Sears and Piers-Harris Scales, 
Winne, Marx and Taylor (1977) concluded that the representation of self- 
concept obtained by these inventories appeared more unitary in nature. 
Similarly, the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale supposedly provides several 
separate self-regard scores based on "rows" and "columns" of the test 
format. Wylie (1974) has indicated that discriminant uses of these 
scores are unjustified due to overlap of row and column items, in 
addition to rather high row intercorrelations (with no item overlap) and 
column intercorrelations (with no item overlap). A more unidimensional 
aPproach is also suggested by the total self-regard score which is 
aggregate in nature.
Hierarchical models of the self constitute a third approach to the 
Self-concept. In these models self-concept represents a superordirtate 
Category under which various subcategories of the self are organized in 
an n^creasingly differentiated fashion. For example, in the model 
espoused by Shavelson, Hubner, and Stanton (1976), self-concept is placed 
at ^ e  apex followed by the first-order categories of academic and non- 
academic self-concept. These general domains undergo further 
differentiation where academic self-concept is subdivided into a variety 
°f specific school subjects, and non-academic self-concept is divided into 
social, emotional, and physical self-concept categories. Continued 
subdivision of these second-order categories occurs at lower levels of 
analysis. Other hierarchical models include those of Epstein (1973) and 
L Ecuyer (1981). Like the Shavelson et al. model, these models begin
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
with self-concept at the apex and proceed to delineate the components of 
the self-concept in a more or less differentiated manner.
Harter -(1985a) has noted that although hierarchical models appear to 
he valuable in terms of providing an understanding of the organizational 
structure of the self, they present problems with regard to their 
operationalization. Some of the difficulties she has described include: 
construct ambiguity in terms of whether or not lower order factors 
represent discrete factors, and the nature of the manner in which they 
combine to form higher order factors; certain domains may be more 
important to one’s overall sense of self, yet most models have not 
generated psychometric instruments which permit differential weighting of 
domains; and, finally, questions regarding whether or not the particular 
hierarchical structure conceptualized by the model actually reflects the 
phenomenological network of constructs which defines the self-concept for 
"the individual, for example, do we carry with us an academic self- 
concept, per se?
A fourth model of self-concept, best reflected in the work of 
Rosenberg (1979), emphasizes global self-worth. This model advocates 
that the individual’s general sense of self-worth is important over and 
above the evaluative judgements made in the specific domains of one’s 
life, it is important to note that this model does not conceptualize 
global self-worth as an aggregate or additive combination of responses to 
discrete items like the Coopersmith (1967) model. Rosenberg has 
indicated that various discrete elements of the self are most likely 
Weighted, hierarchized and combined in a very complex manner, of which 
the individual is probably unaware. Hence, Rosenberg does not empirically 
investigate the specific bases on which global self-worth is constructed.
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Instead, he assesses global self-worth directly as an entity in and of 
itself by means of a unidimensional measure which taps the degree to 
which one is satisfied with one’s life, feels one has good qualities, has 
a positive attitude toward oneself or feels useless, thinks one is a 
failure, etc. Wylie, in her (1979) review of extant self-concept 
measures, has indicated that Rosenberg's scale is rather impressive in 
that such high reliability estimates have been obtained with only a 10 
item scale, and that the scale has yielded numerous relationships 
supporting its construct validity.
A fifth approach to the self-concept, which represents a combination 
of several of the themes previously described, can be found in the work 
°f Harter (1985a). Her approach emphasizes the need to take into account 
^ d  assess both the multidimensional nature of domain specific judgements 
and one's sense of global self-worth. She has identified five specific 
domains that children employ when making self-judgements about their 
competency/adequacy, the domains named earlier under multidimensional 
aPproaches. In addition, a separate subscale in her instrument, the Self- 
Perception Profile for Children (Harter, 1985b), taps the child's general 
sense of self-worth in a direct manner similar, but not identical, to 
that of Rosenberg (1979). In contrast to Rosenberg, however, Harter has _ 
sought to empirically examine the determinants or antecedents of the 
global self-worth judgement. Based on the theoretical formulations of 
dames (1892) and Cooley (1909), respectively, she has identified two 
Critical antecedents which both strongly influence the level of 
children's global self-worth, specifically, the degree to which one is 
successful in specific domains deemed important, and one's perceptions of 
the attitudes which significant others hold towards the self. In general,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Harter’s approach is appealing in that it seems to provide a more rich 
and differentiated picture of the self-concept, both conceptually and 
empirically, in contrast to other models. A more detailed description of 
the psychometric properties of her scale and relevant research will be 
presented in a later section.
Having reviewed the major models and measurement approaches to the 
self-concept, one can conclude that there is considerable variation in 
their heuristic and empirical appeal. Perhaps more important, with such 
a broad spectrum of conceptions about the structure and organization of 
the self-concept, it is imperative that researchers make some attempt to 
specify the nature of the particular model that guides their investigations. 
Whatever model is adopted, it would also seem essential that it be 
examined through the use of measures which are sensitive and 
Psychometrically sound. The research on the self-concept of gifted 
children is one domain in which a variety of self-concept models have 
been employed with little clear delineation of theoretical assumptions 
and limited utilization of relevant published conceptual and practical 
methodological/measurement guidelines. This issue will be addressed more 
specifically in the following section.
Self-Concept of Gifted Children
It would seem almost aphoristic that children with high intelligence, 
academic capability and creativity would hold positive self-perceptions 
ln a technological society where the pursuit of excellence is so highly 
valued by the current Zeitgeist. Contemporary research supports this 
motion where the majority view is that gifted children appear to generally 
have very positive self-concepts (Brauch Lehman & Erdwins, 1981; Coleman 8 
Baits, 1983; Karnes 8 Wherry, 1981; Kelly § Colangelo, 1984; O'Such,
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Twyla 5 Havertape, 1979; Tidwell, 1980; Yates, 1976). Exceptions to 
this general finding have been reported primarily for underachieving 
gifted children who have evidenced lower self-concept functioning on a 
variety of measures (Bailey, 1971; Kanoy, Johnson 5 Kanoy, 1980;
Saurenman 6 Michael, 1980; Whitmore, 1980).
The present investigator was interested primarily in the self-concept 
°f high-achieving gifted children. Relevant research in this area 
generally offers a positive picture of self-concept functioning but some 
inconsistency is apparent across the various studies. Such inconsistency 
may be due in part to the differential utilization of models of self- 
concept and their associated measurement strategies in the various 
studies. To date, this issue has not been addressed in the gifted 
literature. Many studies have employed a !unidimensional model with self- 
concept typically measured by an aggregate score (e.g., Bracken, 1980; 
Coleman § Fults, 1982; Dean, 1977; Harty, Adkins 5 Hungate, 1984; Karnes 6 
Wherry, 1981; Tidwell, 1980). Although there are some exceptions (e.g., 
Karnes § Wherry, 1981; Tidwell, 1980), generally these studies have 
failed to report higher measures of self-concept among their gifted 
sample in comparison to normative groups. In contrast, a growing number 
°f studies, which have utilized multidimensional conceptual approaches 
focusing particularly on academic and social self-concepts of gifted 
children, have tended to report differences in these particular domains 
between gifted children and their non-gifted age mates, not necessarily 
in favour of the gifted group (Brown 6 Karnes, 1982; Colangelo 6 
Pfleger, 1978; Kelly 6 Colangelo, 1984; Milgram 5 Milgram, 1976;
Ross § Parker, 1980). Hence, part of the discrepancy in research
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findings may be an artifact of the particular model and associated method 
of measurement employed, with unidimensional measures of self-concept 
masking important distinctions that gifted children might make across 
specific domains in their lives. These distinctions, particularly in the 
academic and social domains, become more apparent when a multidimensional 
measurement strategy is utilized. Additional complexity in interpretation 
of results is added by the tendency for some investigators (e.g., Ross 5 
Parker, 1980; Winne, Woodlands 5 Wong, 1982) to confound unidimensional 
and multidimensional models within a single study by utilizing 
^idimensional self-concept scales like those of Coopersmith (1967) and 
Sears (1966) as if they were multidimensional in nature. Typically, 
items are re-combined and coded to form subscales or "higher-order 
factors" based on logical analysis only. Thus, the measurement problems 
encountered in this type of study preclude unequivocal interpretation of 
the data.
Given the problem of unidimensional versus multidimensional 
aPproaches, in reviewing the relevant literature on self-concept in high 
achieving gifted children, it seemed logical to initially separate the 
studies into two groups based on the particular model of self-concept 
employed. However, it is important to note that there are additional 
methodological difficulties, some of which are common to studies 
regardless of the differences in conceptual approach. These will be 
addressed in a later section.
Several studies adopting a unidimensional approach have examined
eg) X *
“concepts of gifted children in comparison to those of non-gifted 
normative groups employed in the standardization of the particular self- 
concept instrument utilized in the study.
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In a study conducted by Bracken (1980), self-concept, attitudes 
towards learning, and peer relationships, in terms of the child's own 
perception of his/her interaction with peers, were examined among a group 
of intellectually gifted children in the fifth grade and compared to 
normative data for the particular instruments employed as measures. The 
gifted group was administered three self-report attitudinal questionnaires 
in a Likert scale format entitled Self-Concept, Attitude Toward Learning, 
and Peer Relations. Significant differences between the gifted and 
normative group were found only on the Attitude Toward Learning Scale, 
where the gifted exhibited more favourable attitudes toward learning.
With regard to the absence of higher self-concepts for the gifted group, 
Bracken suggested that because the gifted were homogeneously grouped in 
the study, they may have perceived themselves as average relative to 
their gifted peers, thus providing more modest self-appraisals. Although 
the reference group employed may certainly have influenced self-concept 
scores, it is difficult to arrive at this conclusion in the Bracken 
study as no direct test of the reference group utilized in making self- 
aPpraisals was conducted.
Several other studies which have employed non-gifted normative 
comparison groups have reported results similar to those of Bracken 
(1980). Both Dean (1977) and Tidwell (1980) administered the Coopersmith 
Self-Esteem Inventory to groups of gifted children, and compared their 
scores to those of the normative standardization group provided by 
Coopersmith (1967). Despite sample differences between the two studies 
terms of age, grade, and IQ level, the results of both indicated that 
the self-concepts of the gifted group did not differ significantly from 
Coopersmith's (1967) normative sample. However, Tidwell (1980) had also
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administered the Piers-Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale to her group 
and reported that their mean scores were significantly higher than those 
of the comparable normative group provided by Piers (1969).
Interestingly enough, Karnes and Wherry (1981), employing the Piers- 
Harris Children's Self-Concept Scale with gifted children in the fourth 
through seventh grade, also reported higher self-concept scores for the 
gifted group in comparison to the normative standardization group.
From the studies reviewed thus far, it appears that inconsistent 
results have been obtained when the self-concepts of gifted children 
utilizing unidimensional measures are compared to normative standardization 
groups who are chronologically similar and of average IQ. Some of the 
contradictory findings may be attributable to the differences in the 
method of measurement employed, but a more significant contribution to 
the discrepancies may involve differences between the gifted and 
standardization groups in subject, setting, and sampling variables.
A number of studies within the unidimensional approach have 
directed their efforts towards investigating other factors which might 
acc°unt for the inconsistencies reported on the self-concept of gifted 
children. Primarily, these studies have focused on the influence of 
factors in the social environment in which the gifted reside. Borrowing 
from social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954), the studies have 
investigated the influence of the instructional environment on the self- 
concept of gifted children, with particular emphasis on the reference 
group gifted children employ when making self-appraisals. Social 
comparison theory asserts that in forming estimates of self-worth, in 
fhe absence of objective standards of comparison, similar individuals are 
more likely to be selected as bases for social comparison. Hence, the
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theory would suggest that gifted children residing in a more homogeneous 
environment where the capabilities of all individuals are roughly 
comparable, would utilize their giftedpeers as the reference group, view 
themselves as more typical, and thus generate lower scores on self- 
concept measures. In contrast, within a regular classroom the capabilities 
°f the gifted child are likely exceptional and should result in higher 
self-concept scores. The typical design employed in the studies 
investigating this area involves the comparison of self-concept measures 
obtained on a group of gifted children in a fully or partially segregated 
class to those obtained on a comparable group of high achieving grade 
peers remaining in regular classrooms.
In an investigation by Coleman and Fults (1982) self-concept scores, 
as measured by the Piers-Harris Cftildreni'-ss Self-Concept Scale of fourth, 
fifth and sixth grade gifted students who participated in a one day per 
week segregated enrichment program, were compared to those of high- 
achieying children who had been nominated for the program, but did not 
meet eligibility requirements. While the gifted group had higher IQs, 
both groups were above the 90th percentile on academic achievement tests.
•TTt
e scores of the high-achieving children who remained exclusively in the 
regular classroom were found to be systematically higher than those of 
their gifted counterparts.
In a second study, Coleman and Fults (1983) examined the self- 
concept scores (Piers-Harris) of fourth grade gifted students during the 
course of their participation in a partially segregated, one day per week, 
enrichment program. When the sample was divided at the mean Total IQ 
1Tvto children with higher or lower IQ scores, systematic differences 
between the two groups were evidenced, in that higher IQ children had
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higher self-concepts than their somewhat less capable classmates. In 
addition, the self-concepts of higher IQ children increased with length 
of time in the program, while the self-concept scores for lower IQ 
children declined to some extent.
On the basis of their two investigations, Coleman and Fults (1983) 
have suggested that preadolescent gifted children judge their capabilities 
in relation to others in their immediate environment. When segregating 
gifted children into a more homogeneous setting, the process may result 
in lower self-concept reports for some children, especially in comparison 
to the scores of their even more capable peers. The findings of these 
authors lend support to the results of an earlier study by Stopper (1979) 
Who reported that gifted Students in a self-contained program revealed 
lower self-concept scores than heterogeneously placed gifted youngsters.
Four additional studies investigating the influence of instructional 
environment and social comparison processes on self-concept of gifted 
children have not reported significant findings, thus providing 
contradictory evidence to that of Coleman and Fults (1982, 1983) and 
Stopper (1979). Interestingly enough, both Karnes and Wherry (1981) and 
Maddux, Scheiber, and Bass (1982) employed the same instrument as Coleman 
and Fults (1982, 1983). Karnes and Wherry (1981) reported no significant 
^fterences in self-concept scores between groups of fourth through 
seventh grade gifted children enrolled in gifted programs and those not 
enrolled, although self-concept scores of the entire sample were higher 
than the normative standardization group. Similarly, Maddux et al.
(1982) compared scores on the Piers-Harris Scale of three gifted groups 
ln t l^e fourth and fifth grades: one group involved in a totally
segregated classroom; one group involved in a three hour-per-day "pull
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out" enrichment program; and the third group composed of gifted children 
in regular classes who were not selected for participation. This third 
group was comparable to the first and second gifted groups in terms of 
sex, grade and IQ within +1 standard error of measurement. No significant 
differences in self-concept between the three groups at any grade level 
were found; however, gifted students in the sixth grade, regardless of 
program, were reported to have higher self-concept scores than the 
standardization sample. Lastly, Kolloff and Feldhusen (1984) and Harty, 
Adkins and Hungate (1984) found no evidence that self-contained programs 
°r more heterogeneous (pull out) settings might lead to lower self- 
concept scores.
In ascribing the particular social reference group employed as a 
Slgnificant influence on gifted children's self-concepts, the results in 
the literature are equivocal at best. One serious, rather surprising 
Methodological limitation present in all of the studies reviewed is the 
failure to obtain direct information on the particular social comparison 
group employed. Simply stated, no subjects have been directly asked who 
they were comparing themselves to, when they were thinking about what 
they were like. Consequently, to date, the investigations in this area 
have not directly tested the hypotheses put forth by social comparison 
theory, rendering most results, and hence the influence on self-concept, 
as rather uninterpretable.
Qae additional study, falling within the category of unidimensional 
approaches to self-concept, employed a rather unique research design in 
aomparison to the majority of studies examining the self-concept of 
gifted children. Brauch Lehman and Erdwins (1981) have noted that 
virtually all previous studies investigating self-concept have employed
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same-aged peers or normative data for comparisons. The authors reasoned 
that since gifted children have frequently been found to function 
intellectually several years ahead of their chronological peers, they may 
also be more similar to their mental age-mates in their social-emotional 
Sanctioning. A group of gifted third graders were compared with groups 
°f average IQ third and sixth grade students on the California Test of 
Personality and the Children's Social Attitude and Values Scales. Each 
°f these measurements contained a subscale which assessed self-concept. 
Although other indices of social-emotional adjustment were tapped by the 
instruments, for the purposes of the present review only the results 
pertaining to the self-concept subscales will be considered. The reader 
is referred to Brauch Lehman and Erdwins for a more exhaustive account.
On the Self-Esteem subscale of the Social Attitudes and Value Scale, 
signiflcant differences between the gifted group and the average IQ 
groups were obtained where the gifted exhibited more positive feelings 
about themselves than either their chronological or mental age-mates.
With regard to the Sense of Personal Worth subscale on the Personality 
inventory, both the gifted and sixth graders scored higher than the third 
graders, but did not differ from each other. The latter finding suggests 
that with some measures of self-concept, the gifted may be more 
c°mparable to their mental age-mates than their chronological age-mates. 
Although generalizations are not warranted on the basis of a single study, 
°ertainly interesting implications are raised regarding the most 
aPpropriate comparison group to employ in studies investigating self- 
c°ncept of gifted children.
It might be helpful at this point to briefly summarize the
 ^*
erature on self-concept of gifted children where unidimensional
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approaches to self-concept have been employed. The results of 
investigations which have examined the self-concept of gifted children 
in comparison-to normative data are equivocal at best. Studies employing 
the Piers-Harris self-concept scale and the associated normative data 
have more consistently reported higher self-concepts for the gifted group 
in comparison to studies employing the Coopersmith Scale where no 
significant differences have been reported. A number of studies have 
investigated the impact on self-concept of the immediate reference group 
employed by gifted children when making self-judgements. Although 
several studies have suggested that gifted children in more homogeneous 
settings compare themselves to their gifted peers with resulting lower 
estimates of self-concept, a number of investigations have failed to 
offer any evidence that homogeneous or more heterogeneous (pull out) 
settings lead to lower self-concepts. One particular problem in this 
area of research has been the absence to date of any direct test of the 
reference group employed by gifted children when making self-judgements, 
rendering the available results as questionable at best. Finally, one 
investigation has raised questions regarding the appropriate comparison 
group to employ (i.e., age-mates vs. mental age-mates) when assessing 
self-concept of gifted children, by providing evidence that with some 
measures of self-concept gifted children were found to be more comparable 
to their mental age peers than to their chronological age peers.
As previously indicated, a growing number of studies investigating 
the self-concept of gifted children have employed more multidimensional 
approaches. However, many of the self-concept measures employed in these 
studies can be questioned on the grounds of how adequately they measure 
the construct of self-concept in a multidimensional manner. Some
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investigators have chosen to employ several unidimensional measures 
tapping different domains that gifted children may utilize when making 
self-judgements. To date, a multidimensional measurement with sound 
Psychometric properties has not been utilized when investigating the 
self-concept of gifted children.
Several studies have focused on the importance of perceptions that 
the gifted hold about their ability to succeed in academic subjects, 
that is, academic self-concept. Building on the moderate correlation 
C-50) reported in the general literature between academic self-concept 
and school achievement (Torshen, 1969), Colangelo and Pfleger (1978) 
sought to investigate the perceptions that gifted children hold about 
their academic capabilities given their relative success in the school 
onvironment. Administering the Brookover Self-Concept of Ability Scale 
(Brookover, 1962) to a group of gifted students in grades 9 through 12, 
the authors reported high academic self-concepts for the group, and 
c°ncluded that "students recognized as gifted are aware of their 
academic abilities and have developed self-concepts consistent with their 
•awareness and past successes" (p. 11). Despite the positive findings 
reported by these investigators, it is important to note that no control 
group Was employed providing information about the academic self- 
concepts of conparable, perhaps less capable grade mates.
Consistent with the results of Colangelo and Pfleger (1978), Brown 
and Karnes (1982) investigated component parts of self-concept for gifted 
children in grades two through nine, by identifying those items onithe 
6rs"Harris Scale which were most representative of gifted students. 
tems loading on factors entitled by Piers (1969) as Intellectual and 
Ch°°l Status, and Happiness and Satisfaction were consistently endorsed
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by 90% of the sample as being representative of themselves. Brown and 
Karnes (1982) concluded that the gifted children perceived themselves as 
smart, happy, -and behaviourally competent. Another interesting finding 
in this study was that the group responded with greater variability to 
factors involving popularity, anxiety and physical attributes.
Some researchers (e.g., Ross § Parker, 1980) have noted that much 
attention has been given to intellective factors and academic self- 
concept, with little emphasis placed on another important facet of 
gifted children’s self-concept, specifically, their social self-concept. 
Ross and Parker (1980) administered the Sears Self-Concept Inventory to 
groups of fifth through eighth graders identified as gifted. Re­
grouping items from the various subscales logically identified by Sears 
(1969) into a Social Self-Concept Scale and an Academic Self-Concept 
Scale, they reported significantly higher academic than social self 
concept scores for the entire group, with no sex or grade differences on 
either scale. In accounting for the discrepancy between self-concept 
scores, Ross and Parker suggested that gifted children may tend to focus 
roost of their attention on academic areas and that they may also tend to 
be less comfortable with peers, experiencing ambivalence in determining 
their place in the peer group. Although this investigation presents 
rather interesting findings regarding several components of the self- 
concept of gifted children, two methodological limitations warrant 
cautious interpretation of the results. Firstly, the procedure of 
generating the two self-concept scales employed from factors which 
themselves have only been identified by logical analyses is questionable. 
Secondly, as no control group was employed, we cannot conclude that the 
academic/social self-concept discrepancy is unique to gifted students.
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On balance, Ross and Parker (1980) did suggest that the discrepancy 
found in their study required investigation in the general school 
population. -
Indeed, Kelly and Colangelo (1984) have recently conducted a study 
where academic and social self-concepts were compared between three 
groups in grades seven through nine: one group identified as gifted,
a second group identified for special learning needs; and a third group 
of general students participating in the regular school program. Both 
the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale (designated as a measure of social self­
esteem) and the Academic Self-Concept Scale were administered with the 
wale students in the gifted group scoring significantly higher than males 
in the general or special learning needs group on the total score 
eight subscales of the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale, and on the Academic 
Self-Concept Scale. Although gifted males were reported as holding 
higher academic and social self-concepts compared to their non-gifted 
age-mates, there were no within-group comparisons made. Hence, no 
information on discrepancies between the two facets of self-concept 
measured can be gleemed. In addition, the failure to find differ 
between the three groups of female students on any of the measures was 
not addressed. This particular finding is especially relevant in view of 
®n earlier study by Milgram and Milgram (1976) where total score and 
subscales of the Tennessee Self-Concept Scale were compared between two 
groups of Israeli boys and girls in grades four to eight: one
intellectually gifted; the other consisting of nongifted grade-mates m  
regular classes. As a group the gifted showed more positive self-concept 
with significantly higher total scores. Gifted girls evidenced 
equivalent adjustment to gifted boys and better adjustment than nongifted
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Reproduced with
22
girls. Additional support for this overall result was suggested by the 
finding that the gifted group was less defensive, less contradictory, and 
less extreme in their self-reports.
Not all differences favoured the gifted group in the Milgram and 
Milgram (1976) study. One rather interesting finding was that nongifted 
children had more positive self-concepts with regard to body image 
(Physical Self). Secondly, decreasing scores with age for the gifted in 
some dimensions of self-concept were noted. In comparison to gifted 
seventh graders, nongifted seventh graders described themselves in more 
Positive terms (Identity subscale), and reported greater feelings of 
Personal worth/self confidence (Personal Self). Milgram and Milgram 
(1976) suggested that in older gifted children, the discrepancy between 
their abilities and interests and those of their age peers may increase 
with a resulting lack of gratifying interactions. Subject to resentment 
°r isolation, such shifts in sentiment might contribute to changes in 
some dimensions of self-concept without altering the basically favourable 
picture.
Two additional studies employing comparative designs similar to that 
°f Kelly and Colangelo (1984) have provided increased support to previous 
Positive findings on the academic self-concept of the gifted, but failed 
to generate any further clarification with regard to the inconsistent 
findings on social self-concept. A complex study conducted by Winne, 
Woodlands and Wong (1982) employed randomly formed groups of fourth- to 
seventh-grade gifted, normal, and learning disabled students to 
lnvestigate the comparability of representations of self-concept across 
groups for the Sears and Coopersmith inventories, and mean 
differences across the groups on self-concept subscales. On the basis of
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some rather complicated statistical procedures, subscale representations 
of the self-concept construct were judged comparable across groups. 
Following the- recoding and summation of items to form subscales on the 
Coopersmith inventory and employing the logical subscales on the Sears 
inventory, these authors reported more favourable academic self-concept 
subscales for the gifted over the other groups. However, on the Sears 
scale, the learning disabled children, slightly but significantly, 
exceeded gifted children on physical and social facets of self-concept. 
The authors suggested that although this latter result may reflect a 
tendency for learning disabled students to over-rate their social 
Popularity, it may equally reflect that self-concept in a general sense, 
ls COI“pensatory. Learning disabled students lose in comparison to 
gifted students in academic self-concept, but Hie itxade-otfif may he - -
reversed in social and physical/athletic comparisons.
Finally, a study by Chovan and Morrison (1984) - provided supporting 
evidence to the results of Brown and Karnes (1982) reported earlier. 
Utilizing the Piers-Harris scale as a multidimensional measure, Chovan 
and Morrison (1984) found higher self-concepts for groups of 9 through 
year old gifted and high achievers on the Intellectual and School 
Status subscale and the Behaviour subscale in comparison to groups of 
learning disabled and educable mentally retarded.
Putting methodological difficulties aside, the studies reviewed, 
which have employed more multidimensional approaches to the measurement 
°f self-concept  ^consistently report higher academic self-concepts for 
Sifted children in comparison to a wide variety of their less able age- 
®ates and grade-mates. As a group, gifted children seem to hold more 
Positive perceptions of their ability within the realm of scholastic
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Performance. Outside of the academic component of self-concept, 
inconsistent results and greater variability among gifted children have 
been reported-for other components investigated. A clear consistent 
Picture regarding the nature of their self-judgements in the social and 
Physical domains does not emerge from the literature; however, the 
tendency has been toward equivalent or lower self-judgements relative to 
less able grade-mates and age-mates.
In summary, the majority of studies comparing high achieving gifted 
children to their less able peers (whether actually or normatively) on 
various self-concept measures, seem to suggest that gifted children in 
general hold more positive self-concepts. However, a clear, consistent 
Pattern of characteristics describing such functioning does not emerge 
from the literature. Some studies demonstrate higher self-concepts 
relative to normative data while others do not; the influence of the 
immediate environment on self-concept in the form of reference groups 
employed for comparison processes is deemed as significant in some 
studies, while others report little influence of this factor; the nature 
°f the self-concept construct appears to differ across the various 
studies examined; some studies employing identical instruments directly 
contradict each other. At best, the literature can be described as 
inconsistent, and therefore, difficult to interpret.
Some of the inconsistency in the studies reviewed may be attributed 
the different models and methods of self-concept measurement employed, 
differences in the nature of the comparison group utilized, or differences 
ln experimental rigor. To date, the major methodological difficulties 
encountered in this body of literature have not been formally addressed.
°Se ^thodological issues not previously discussed will be presented 
next.
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Methodological Issues 
Pew investigators examining the self-concept of high achieving 
gifted children have addressed the seemingly pervasive problems in this 
body of research, some of which may have contributed to contradictory and 
equivocal results. Many of the methodological issues that will be 
Presented in conjunction with this particular area of investigation have 
been raised by various authors about the body of research on self-concept 
general (Harter, 1985a; Wylie, 1974).
One area of particular difficulty involves the criteria employed to 
identify gifted subjects. As several authors have noted, identification 
°f the gifted is complicated by extreme diversity of viewpoints on 
definitions of giftedness and methods of identification (Borthwick, Dow, 
Levesque £ Banks, 1980; Hagen, 1980). Consequently, in the studies 
investigating self-concept among the gifted, there is little consistency 
ln criteria employed, and they are often vague or undefined. As a 
result, contradictory research results may be reflective^df variations in 
group composition.
Some authors (e.g., Harter, 1985a) have suggested that the structure
3T1 /I
content of the self-concept may undergo developmental change. Hie 
empirical findings of Montemayor and Eisen (1977) and Rosenberg (1979) 
revealed that generally children shift their focus from the use of more 
simple behavioural descriptors of the self in early childhood, to traits 
ln middle childhood, and to higher order abstractions in adolescence. 
Hence, there is an additional possibility that differences in the 
research results on self-concept of the gifted may be reflective of 
erences in age and developmental level of the subjects employed. 
Several difficulties in researching this area are related to
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problems involving the instruments employed to measure self-concept.
Many investigators have utilized instruments that had not been employed 
an previous research or had undemonstrated or questionable validity.
Thus, the nature of the instruments employed as measures of self-concept 
may be a contributing factor to the inconsistencies found in the results.
A more desirable approach than the current one might involve the 
employment of measurements with demonstrated sound psychometric 
properties and greater emphasis placed on the development of systematic 
research programs.
Another measurement difficulty which is not unique to the research 
°n self-concept of the gifted, but appears to be a pervasive problem in the 
general literature on self-concept, is the tendency for investigators to 
rely heavily on self report instruments as measures of self-concept.
Wylie (1974; 1979), having reviewed a number of studies, concluded that 
there is sufficient evidence to suggest that self-report measures of self- 
concept are highly susceptible to social-desirability tendencies which 
tend to decrease the construct validity of the specific measures 
employed. in most studies investigating self-concept of gifted children, 
attempts to account for or control for social-desirability influences 
have been meagre or vaguely defined. Thus, such influences may be a 
contributing factor to the inconsistencies reported in the results of 
studies. Although there appears to be no satisfactory way to completely 
minimise the influence of social desirability, Wylie (1974) has 
Suggested that researchers would do well to arrange testing conditions so
3-S "to rrm * *maximize subjects' willingness to give honest reports of their self- 
oncepts. Such efforts might include increasing subjects' freedom from
at- t
oy assuring anonymity or confidentiality, and maximizing rapport
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motivation. In addition, multimethod approaches which utilize more 
than one measure of self-concept might also be beneficial.
Finally,- several problems related to experimental rigor are apparent 
in many of the studies in this area, and although they might not be 
considered as contributors to the inconsistent findings, certainly they 
are sources of additional confusion in interpretation of results.
Firstly, outside of those studies which have employed normative data or 
other learning exceptionalities (e.g., learning disabled) as comparison 
groups, many studies fail to employ appropriate control groups to hold 
constant or account for all the important irrelevant variables. Thus, it 
ls difficuit to conclude whether or not certain aspects of self-concept 
identified are unique to gifted children. Secondly, various types of 
overgeneralization occur in many studies. Many investigators do not 
respect the limitations imposed by their restricted measuring 
instruments, groups, and procedures.
In summary, given the number of methodological difficulties apparent 
in the research reported on the self-concept of gifted children, it is 
not surprising that the results are inconsistent. Some authors (e.g., 
Newland, 1976) have suggested that "further research on the gifted, per
g g  *1
» is needed more to sharpen the picture of them than to establish the 
bnsic picture" (p. 343). With regard to the area of self-concept of the 
gifted, without increased attention to improved methodology, it seems 
unlikely that a clearer focus will emerge from the literature.
Harter (1985a), in regard to investigating the self-concept of 
SPe°ial groups of children, has suggested that it is not sufficient to 
merely administer self-concept measures without consideration of factors 
^at might influence their self-perceptions. In the present study, the
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influence of several factors on self-concept of gifted children were 
examined, specifically the role of social comparison processes and the 
inpact of significant others. Research and methods of measurement 
addressing these factors, with particular attention to the recently 
developed Self-Perception Profile' For Children (Harter, 1985b) will be 
examined in the following two sections.
Self-Concept as a Function of Factors in the Social Milieu 
A common view expressed among the multitude of theories regarding 
the self-concept, is that the self-concept is not innate, but develops 
°ut the child's interaction with his/her physical and social 
environment (Adler, 1957; Bandura, 1963; Combs § Snygg, 1959; Cooley,
19°9; Coopersmith, 1967; James, 1890; Mead, 1934; Rogers, 1951;
Rosenberg, 1965; Sullivan, 1953). As Nobles (1973) has stressed, self- 
concept is implicitly a social phenomenon, arising and developing in a 
s°cial context, and a continual product of social interaction with others.
ntt ^
us* in the general literature on self-concept, efforts have been 
directed towards delineating factors in the social milieu that might 
influence childrents self-evaluations. One area'of research, based on the 
theoretical formulations of Cooley (1909) and others, has examined the 
importance of the evaluative reactions of significant others in the 
child's social space. A second area of inquiry, based on Festinger's 
(1954) social comparison theory, has investigated the influence of the 
Particular social reference group children employ when making self- 
Valuations. in the literature on self-concept of gifted children, the 
hove areas of inquiry have received little consideration. Hence, one 
Purpose of the present study was to further address the influence of both 
these social factors.
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As reviewed in an earlier section, rather equivocal results have 
heen obtained regarding the impact on self-concept of the reference group 
Employed by gifted children in more homogeneous classroom settings.
However, it was suggested that research results in this area were 
difficult to interpret as no study had employed a methodology that 
directly inquired about the nature of the reference group utilized. A 
method of inquiry which directly ascertains information on the particular 
social comparison group has been devised by Harter (1985b) in her Self- 
Perception Profile for Children, and this method has been utilized in 
investigating the self-concepts of other groups of special children, for 
example, mentally retarded, learning disabled.
The present investigator was interested in gifted children's 
perceptions of themselves across various domains of their lives, their 
global perception of self-worth, and the influence of the social 
oomparison group on these perceptions. In contrast to previous studies, 
■the present investigation employed a direct test of the social 
c°mparison group utilized, specifically the method advocated as an 
°Ptional test in the Self-Perception Profile for Children (Harter, 1985b). 
As the present study utilized this instrument and several of its related 
Parallel measures, a detailed discussion of its development and 
description of the method for assessing the social comparison group 
enployed will be presented in a later section.
The present investigator was also interested in the influence of 
1gnificaivt others' evaluations on the self-concept of gifted children, 
averal theorists, specifically Cooley (1909), James (1892), and Mead 
(1934), have offered explanations of the development of self-concept 
have come to be identified as the theory of reflected appraisals 
"mirror/looking-glass" conception of self-concept formation. This
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view holds that we come to see ourselves as we perceive significant 
others as seeing us (Rosenberg, 1973). Thus, one's sense of general 
worth as a person or global self-concept represents the reflected 
appraisals or feedbacks of significant others who function as "mirrors" 
rootaphorically speaking. Rosenberg (1973) in describing this theoretical 
conception of self-concept formation has noted that the crucial process 
involved is a matter of perception. It is not so much what others 
actually think, but what we believe they think that is important.
The theory of reflected appraisals has been consistently supported 
by eniPirical research (Kemper, 1966; Manis, 1955; Miyamoto & Dombusch, 
1956; Quarantelli £ Cooper, 1966; Sherwood, 1965; Rosenberg, 1965). 
Rosenberg (1973) in his review of the literature in this area concluded 
that the results are unequivocal: a strong and definite relationship
exists between the individual's image of how others evaluate him/her (the 
Perceived self-image) and the individual’s own picture of what he/she is 
actually like (the actual self-image). Indeed, there is some evidence
Miyamoto & Dombusch, 1956; Sherwood, 1965) that the relationship 
between the perceived self and the actual self-image is stronger than the 
relationship between what others actually think and the self-imqge.
Given the general agreement in the literature that significant 
ethers influence self-concept, the obvious question to raise is: who are
bbe significant others in the social environment of children, particularly 
gifted children? In most discussions putative significant others are 
involved. Many authors (e.g., Coopersmith, 1967; Cotton, 1983; Gecas, 
Calonico § Thomas, 1974; Geraty, 1983; Sullivan, 1953) assume that parents
r% (
significant others. As the child enters school his/her social world 
xpands and other groups take on importance, such as teachers and
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classmates (Coopersmith, 1967; Cotton, 1983; Gecas et al., 1974; Geraty, 
1983) .
Several investigators have made attempts to empirically arrive at a 
determination of the significant others. Harter (1986) has identified 
four such others to date: parents, teachers, classmates, and close
friends. Rosenberg (1973), in a rather interesting study, has reported 
that not only the attitudes of others, but also the attitudes towards 
others affected the self-concepts of children from grades 3 .to 12.
He found significance attributed to others to be a function of two 
factors: valuation (how much the child cares or is concerned with the
other’s opinion of him/her; and credibility (how much the child trusts 
the opinion or judgement of the other). Thus, the relationship between 
what children believed others thought of them (perceived-self) and their 
global self-worth was stronger when the opinion of the particular 
Slgnificant other was strongly valued (high valuation), and when greater 
trust was attributed to the individual (high source credibility).
Finally, the general patterning of significant others in terms of 
valuation and credibility was common to children in all groups with 
bother designated as first, followed by father, siblings and teachers 
(tied), friends, and classmates.
Based on the literature reviewed regarding who constitutes a 
18nifieant aduit in the social environment of children in general, one 
Catl Conclude that parents and teachers are ascribed this status.
P*V\ ■ a .
ran*.£ perceptions of the attitudes these adults hold towards them 
nfluence how children view themselves, particularly when children are 
oncerned about the adults' evaluations of them and trust their judgement.
The specific impact on self-concept of both parents' and teachers'
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perceptions of children's self-concepts and children’s perceptions of 
these significant others' evaluations has been explored in several 
studies in the general literature.— However, this area has received 
little empirical attention in the literature on self-concept of gifted 
children, despite suggestions by numerous authors (e.g., Altman, 1983; 
Colangelo 8 Dettman, 1983; Newland, 1976) that teachers and parents are 
important adults in the social emotional development of the gifted.
In one of the studies investigating this area among the gifted, 
Mueller and Rothney (1960) compared descriptive and predictive 
statements of 78 ninth-grade superior students, their parents, and their 
teachers. The statements pertained to eight categories of functioning, 
including nervousness, social mindedness, open-mindedness, influence, 
acceptance by peers, academic performance, responsibility, and acceptance
’C
peers. Subjects responded to questions through a card-sorting task 
which contained descriptive statements for each of the categories.
Students were asked to describe themselves, their ideal self, their 
Perceptions of the way both parents and teachers would perceive them, and 
the "generalized" superior student. Similarly, parents and teachers were 
esked to describe the child, how the child would describe himse If /herself, 
^ d  their own perceptions of the "generalized" superior student. 
Interestingly, these researchers found through analyses of profile 
Slrailarity, andnoverall response, that only the parents predicted 
nccurately how the students would describe themselves. The students were 
ccurate in predicting only their teachers' responses to them, and the 
tudents expected a much less enhancing response from their parents than 
hey actually received. Indeed, the parents' descriptions of the 
^ildren were even more enhancing than those provided by the teachers.
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The researchers,,concluded that ,therecwas >a great deal* Of inconsistency 
between descriptions and predictions of persons close to superior 
students and the self-reports of the students.
In an attempt to investigate differences in self-concept and 
parental influence on patterns of underachievement between four groups of 
children: gifted achievers; gifted underachievers; bright achievers; and
bright underachievers, Ziv (1977) administered a semantic differential 
questionnaire that asked the children to describe themselves in relation 
to 18 pairs of antonyms (e.g., strong-weak, shy-outgoing). Similarly, 
the parents were asked to rate their children on the same dimensions.
The results reported by Ziv (1977) are interesting in that the 
children-is evaluations of themselves appeared to be congruent with the 
Pattern displayed in their parents' evaluations. Both bright achievers 
and their parents evidenced more positive evaluations of self-image than 
did bright underachievers and their parents, but the reverse was found 
Tor the gifted group. Both gifted underachievers and their parents 
evidenced more positive evaluations than did gifted achievers and their 
parents. The reported congruency between parents' and children's 
evaluations and the implication regarding the influence of parental 
0Pinion on children's self-concept are even more intriguing given that 
ffiany investigators (e.g., Fine 8 Pitts, 1980; Whitmore, 1980) have 
generally reported lower self-concepts for gifted underachievers in 
comparison to gifted achievers.
On the basis of the two studies reviewed, little can be concluded 
regarding the impact on gifted children's self-concept of both parents' 
teachers' evaluations of gifted children?s competencies, and 
^■ldren?s perceptions of these evaluations.
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Although this area has received little empirical attention in the 
gifted literature, several studies in the general literature on self- 
concept have investigated the relationship between children’s and 
Parents' perceptions of themselves and each other. Medinnus (1965), in 
testing the theory of reflected appraisals, sought to determine whether 
there was a relationship between college freshman adolescent’s self­
acceptance and their perceptions of parental acceptance toward them. In 
e*amining the correlations between two measures of self-acceptance (The 
Bills Index of Adjustment and Values, and a semantic differential scale 
°f 9 bipolar adjectives representing the factors of evaluation, potency, 
and activity), and a measure of perceived parental acceptance (The Parent- 
Child Relations questionnaire - PCR), Medinnus reported that adolescents 
high in self-acceptance and adjustment were likely to perceive their 
Parents as loving, but not as neglectful or rejecting, which was not true 
^°r subjects low in self-acceptance. In addition, the magnitude of the 
correlations tended to be greater between self-acceptance scores and 
perceived acceptance by mother compared to father. This suggested, 
acc°rding to Medinnus, that mothers exert a greater influence than 
fathers on the child’s personality development.
Further support for the positive relationship between children's 
s®If-acceptance and parental evaluations is offered in a study by Gecas, 
Cal°nico and Thomas (1974). In a differential comparison of mirror 
theory and modelling theory which postulates that parental self-concept 
ls Positively related to children's self-concept, these investigators 
employed a 10 adjective semantic differential scale, factor analyzed to 
Produce four factors with adolescent college students, their younger 
S1hlings and their parents. The procedure produced measures of self-
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concept of each family member and parents' perceptions of their children. 
The overall trend of the data, with significance reached in a number of 
comparisons, indicated that children's self-concepts were more strongly 
related to their parents' perceptions of them than to their parents’ 
self-conceptionS . Thus, the data favoured the mirror theory or "looking- 
glass" conception of self-concept formation. Within the general pattern, 
s°me interesting sex variations were reported. Firstly, female children 
had higher correlations than male children for both model and mirror 
relationships. The investigators suggested that females may be more 
dependent on, and susceptible to parental influence than are males. 
Secondly, there was also a tendency for mirror correlations to be stronger 
f°r cross-sex parent-child relationships in that females' self-evaluations 
were more strongly related to their fathers' evaluations, and males' self- 
valuations were more strongly related to their mothers' evaluations.
A study conducted by Bledsoe and Wiggins (1973) offers further 
support to the relationships reported earlier in the Mueller and Rothney 
(i960) study with gifted adolescents. Bledsoe and Wiggins (1973) also 
c°mpared parents' perceptions of their adolescent (ninth-grade) children 
with perceptions of the adolescents about themselves, utilizing 
adaptations of Gordon's "How I See Myself" and "How I See My Child" 
scales. These investigators, like Mueller and Rothney (1960), reported 
that mothers' and fathers' perceptions were similar and both perceived 
their adolescents more favourably than the adolescents perceived 
themselves, although the perceptions of both groups were generally
favourable.
The studies reviewed thus far have focused on the relationship 
between parents' and children's perceptions of themselves and each other.
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Perceptions of the other significant adult in the child’s social 
environment, specifically the teacher, have been addressed by several 
studies where-the typical design involves a dyadic comparison of 
children’s and teachers’ perceptions of self-concept or triadic 
comparisons between children's, teachers', and parents' perceptions.
Michael, Plass, and Lee (1973) compared the self-reports of 30 sixth 
grade pupils with the reports of two of their teachers. Both the children 
and the teachers were administered an adaptation of Coopersmith's Self- 
Esteem Inventory which was designed by the investigators to assess four 
subconstructs of self-concept including mental health, personal self, 
academic self, and social self. Keeping in mind the inherent difficulties 
associated with construct validity as a result of transforming a 
uaidimensional measure into a multidimensional format, the investigators 
reported that children's self-evaluations were commensurate with the 
evaluations of them made by their two teachers for the domains of mental 
health, personal self, and academic self. However, children's perceptions 
their social self differed from the perceptions of one of their 
teachers, and the two teachers' perceptions differed from’each other on 
this domain. Children regarded themselves more favourably on the social 
Self domain than one of their teachers. One teacher perceived the 
children as more social than the other peacher. The investigators 
Suggested that the differences between students' and teachers' perceptions 
ttay have been a result of the differential employment of frames of 
reference, teachers have little opportunity to observe activities
children outside of the classroom.
Employing an older sample of students (ninth through twelfth grade) 
focusing exclusively on academic self-concept, Kleinfeld (1972)
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compared the relative importance of parents and teachers in the formation 
°f black and white students* self-concept. Some investigators (e.g., 
Brookover, 1965) have reported that for white students, perceived 
evaluations of parents were more strongly related to the student's 
academic self-concept than perceived evaluations of teachers. According 
to Kleinfeld (1972) the reverse relationship might hold true for black 
students as black parents' views on their children's academic potential 
might have less credibility due to lower educational levels and 
expertise on academic matters in comparison to white parents. Thus, for 
black students, their perceptions of teachers' evaluations may be more 
strongly related to their academic self-concepts.
Administering idiosyncratic measures of academic self-concept and 
Perceived parents' and teachers' evaluations of academic ability to groups 
of white and black students, Kleinfeld (1972) reported that for white 
students, perceived parental evaluations showed a somewhat stronger 
relationship to the students' academic self-concept than perceived 
teachers' evaluations. However, for black students, the perceived 
teachers' evaluations were more strongly related to academic self-concept, 
especially for black females. Although race of the child may be an 
important variable in. determining which significant adults' evaluations 
might influence children's academic self-concepts, it is difficult to 
arrive at this conclusion on the basis of Kleinfeld's (1972) results, as 
race was confounded with socioeconomic level in the study.
Indeed, in the study by Rosenberg (1973), cited earlier, where the
elationship between perceptions of significant others and global self- 
was investigated, race and socioeconomic variables were examined.
^  the basis of his analysis, it appears that the interaction of
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socioeconomic status and race is more likely than race alone to determine 
whether or not perceived evaluations of parents^'or^teachers might exert 
greater influence on children's self-concept. ^ For example, upper class 
children, including both blacks and whites, were more likely to care 
about the evaluations of their parents than lower class children of both 
races.
In summary, the majority of studies in the general literature on
self-concept investigating the impact of parents’ and teachers’
perceptions on high school or college freshmen's self-concept seem to
Suggest that the perceptions of these significant adults are related to
adolescents' perceptions about themselves. There has been little
empirical documentation of this relationship among younger elementary
school children. Most studies have focused exclusively on the empirical
establishment of this relationship by comparing parents' or teachers'
perceptions of children with the children's perceptions of themselves.
Although the tendency is to generally report congruence between
perceptions of these groups, some investigators have reported
^consistencies, such as more favourable parental perceptions,
differential perceptions when specific domains of self-concept were
considered, for example, social self-concept, and some sex variations in
that females may be more influenced by parental evaluations than are 
males.
A smaller number of studies have focused on the more direct test of 
the theory of reflected appraisals with parents and teachers as the 
Slgnificant others, examining the relationship between children's 
perceived evaluations of parents and teachers and children's perceptions 
themselves. Investigators in this area suggest that positive perceived
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parental and teacher evaluations are associated with more positive self- 
concept, although it has been demonstrated that the strength of this 
relationship may be modified by certain intervening variables, such as 
valuation and credibility of the parent or teacher.
In summarizing the literature reviewed in this section, one can 
conclude that two factors in the social milieu of children have been 
suggested as constituting important influences on children's self- 
concepts. Specifically, these factors are: the role of the social
comparison group employed by children when making self-evaluations; and 
the impact of parents' and teachers' evaluations of children's 
competencies, particularly children's perceptions of these evaluations.
In the literature on self-concept of gifted children there has been no 
reported attempt to investigate the self-concept of this group from both 
a multidimensional and global self-worth perspective with particular 
attention to the influence that both the social comparison group, and 
Parents' and teachers' evaluations might exert on gifted children’s self- 
Judgements. The present study was designed to accomplish such an 
rnvestigation facilitated by the use of a recently developed measure of 
children's self-concept. The Self-Perception Profile for Children 
(Harter, 1985b), and a measure of children*^ perceived evaluations of 
Significant others, The Social Support Scale for Children (Harter, 1986). 
The development of these two new instruments will be examined next.
The Self-Perception Profile for Children and the 
Social Support Scale for Children
The Self-Perception Profile for Children (Harter, 1985b) represents 
a revision of an earlier scale entitled the Perceived Competence Scale
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for Children (Harter, 1979, 1982). The revised scale was designed to 
assess children's domain-specific judgements of their competence and 
self adequacy, as well as a global perception of their worth or esteem 
as a person. The assumption underlying the construction of both the 
original and revised scales was that an instrument providing separate 
measures of children's perceptions of themselves in different domains, 
as well as an independent assessment of their global self-worth, would 
provide a richer and more accurate picture of children's self-concept in 
comparison to those instruments which provide only a single aggregate 
self-concept score (e.g., the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventory, 1967).
In the original Perceived Competence Scale for Children (Harter,
1978, 1982), competence was a central construct. The goal was to 
identify three major competence domains in the lives of children: (1)
cognitive or scholastic competence, (2) social competence, and (3) 
Physical/athletic competence, and design reliable subscales for the 
three domains which would also represent separate factors. The items 
representing the conceptual structure of the scale were subjected to 
repeated factor analysis among samples of elementary school children 
from third to ninth grades, totalling approximately 2,400 children. A 
consistent four factor structure was obtained composed of the three 
competency domains and the global self-worth factor (Harter, 1982). Thus, 
the original Perceived Competence Scale for Children consisted of four 
SeParate subscales.
Revision of the original scale was undertaken in order to add two 
additional subscales, physical appearance and behavioral conduct, 
deluding the global self-worth subscale, a subsequent oblique rotation 
factor analysis of the items from the five specific domains generated a
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consistently clear 5-factor pattern for three different elementary school 
samples (Harter, 1985b). Items from the global self-worth scale were not 
included in the factor analysis as Harter (1985b) has indicated the 
global self-worth judgement is qualitatively different from self­
descriptions in each of the five specific domains, but it is influenced 
by certain domain specific judgements depending on how adequate a child 
feels in the domains deemed important to him/her. Since the domains 
deemed important are idiosyncratic, they will bear a different relationship 
to self-worth for different subjects. Thus, it is unlikely that self- 
worth, according to Harter (1985b) would systematically emerge as a 
distinctive factor.
Harter (1985b) has reported that the factor loadings on each of the 
five subscales are substantial and there are no cross-loadings greater 
than .18. The range of average cross-loadings is very negligible, 
falling between .04 and .08. The factor pattern obtained for the three 
elementary school samples is presented in Appendix A.
The present version of the Self-Perception Profile -for Children 
(Harter, 1985b) is composed of 36 items and contains six separate 
subscales tapping five specific domains, as well as global self-worth.
°f the six subscales, only two directly involve competence. The 
remaining subscales refer to various forms of self adequacy, but do not 
necessarily involve competence in the form of actual skills. The six 
subscales are as follows: 1) Scholastic Competence, 2) Social
Acceptance, 3) Athletic Competence, 4) Physical Appearance, 5)
Behavioral Conduct, and 6) Global Self-Worth. Thus, for children age 
eight and older, the scale provides a profile of childrens1 perceptions 
°f themselves across five specific life domains and their sense of
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global self-worth. With regard to the Global Self-Worth subscale,
Harter (1985b) has emphasized that it is not a summation of judgements 
across the specific domains or a measure of general competence. Rather, 
it directly taps a more gestalt-like, global perception of children's 
worth as a person.
To facilitate investigation of factors which may influence 
children's judgements measured by the Self-Perception Profile for 
Children or to allow for comparisons with others' ratings, Harter 
(1985b) has designed a number of additional procedures and parallel 
rating scales. Only those procedures and/or scales which are relevant 
the present investigation will be reviewed. The reader is referred 
to Harter (1985b) for a more comprehensive presentation.
Teacher Rating Scale
To facilitate assessment of the degree of convergence between a 
child's perception of his/her competencies/adequacies and the teacher's 
Perception, Harter (1985b) has designed a Teacher Rating Scale which 
parallels the Self-Perception Profile for Children. For each of the 
five specific domains the teacher rates the child's actual behaviour in 
each area, not how he/she thinks the child would answer. The scale 
provides the teacher’s independent judgement of the child's adequacy/ 
competency in each domain. Thus, the teacher's scores can be compared 
directly to the child's scores, since both are calculated on the same 
basis. Harter has suggested the same items may be employed by other 
adults for a similar comparison purpose.
Harter (1985b) sought to compare elementary school children's 
Judgements of their competency/adequacy with teacher evaluations for the 
children's highest and lowest domains. She reported that high self-
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worth children displayed a slight tendency to inflate their feelings of 
competence. Their ratings were approximately .3 (on a four-point scale) 
higher than the teacher ratings. Medium and low self-worth children 
showed less tendency toward inflation, with low self-worth children 
judging their competency as somewhat lower than the teacher ratings. 
Harter emphasized that the exaggeration of the high self-worth group did 
uot represent the degree of distortion so extreme as to characterize an 
unrealistic appraisal of abilities. She has characterized children 
whose ratings are within .5 of the teachers' ratings as being accurate. 
Ratings which are .8 or more discrepant from the teachers are suggested 
as reflecting serious distortion of the child's competence. Comparisons 
between children's and parents' ratings have not been explored utilizing 
bhe parallel scale.
Social Comparison Processes
Harter (1985b) has urged that information be obtained on the 
Particular social comparison groups employed by children when making 
self judgements, particularly when the investigator is dealing with 
special populations. She has designed a procedure where the most 
^representative item from each of the six subscales of the Self- 
Rerception Profile for Children can be utilized as the basis for such 
inquiry. Children are then asked directly what group of kids they were 
blinking about when they answered the particular item. In following 
bbis procedure for each representative item of the six domains, a direct 
test °f the social comparison group employed is thus available. In 
addition, information can be obtained regarding whether or not different 
^oference groups are employed for different domains.
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Determinants of Global Self-Worth - The Social Support Scale for 
Children
The Social Support Scale for Children (Harter, 1986) was designed 
to measure children's perceptions of the support and positive regard 
which parents, classmates, teachers and close friends manifest toward 
the self. Harter (1986) has indicated that the child's perceived regard 
from these significant others is predictive of how much the child likes 
himself/herself as a person as tapped by the Global Self-Worth scale of 
the Self-Perception Profile for Children (Harter, 1985b).
In constructing this instrument, the goal was to identify possible 
sources of social support and design reliable subscales for each of the 
sources which would also represent separate factors (Harter, 1986).
Items representing the perceived regard from four groups of significant 
others (i.e., parents, classmates, teachers, and close friend) were 
subjected to an oblique rotation factor analysis among four separate 
samples of children from third through eighth grade, totalling 1,137 
children. A 3-factor solution emerged for the two samples of elementary 
school children (grades 3-6), whereas a 4-factor solution was found to 
he more appropriate for the middle school (grades 6-8) samples. Among 
the elementary school groups, the two peer scales, classmate and close 
friend, combined to form one factor. In the middle school samples, 
classmate and friend emerged as separate factors. Harter (1986) has 
tnterpreted the differences in factor structure from a developmental 
Perspective in that younger children have not yet differentiated the 
r°les of classmates and close friends. The factor pattern obtained for 
hhe four samples is presented in Appendix B. Thus, the Social Support 
Scale for Children is comprised of four separate subscales, where each
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defines a different source of perceived regard. Harter (1986) has 
indicated that this structure permits comparisons of the relative 
influence that perceived regard of parents, classmates, teachers or close 
friends, has on the child’s global sense of self-worth.
Harter (1985a) has suggested that consideration of the factors 
which influence self-perceptions is particularly important with special 
groups of children. The Self-Perception Profile for Children and many 
of the related scales and procedures reviewed have been utilized 
directly or have undergone modification with such groups as the mentally 
retarded (Silon and Harter, 1985), the learning disabled (Renick, 1985), 
and chronic asthmatic children (Pike, 1985). However, systematic 
investigation of factors influencing the self-perceptions of gifted 
children, utilizing the Self-Perception Profile for Children and related 
measures, have not been previously reported.
Specific Purpose
Numerous authors have asserted that the self-concept of gifted 
children is an important area of investigation (Altman, 1983; Hall, 1978, 
Kaplan, 1983). Attempts by researchers to explore this area have 
revealed the general finding that gifted children appear to have very 
positive self-concepts (Brauch Lehman 6 Erdwins, 1981; Coleman 8 Fults, 
1983; Karnes 8 Wherry, 1981; Kelly 8 Colangelo, 1984; Tidwell, 1980; 
Yates, 1976), but a great deal of inconsistency is apparent in the 
results reported. Although a growing number of researchers have sought 
bo investigate the self-concept of gifted children from multidimensional 
Perspectives (e.g., Brown 8 Karnes, 1982; Colangelo 8 Pfleger, 1978;
Kelly § Colangelo, 1984; Milgram 6 Milgram, 1976; Ross 8 Parker, 1980), 
bhere has been no study reported where the multidimensional assessment
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of self-concept employed a measure which was specifically designed to 
tap children's self-perceptions across various life domains, which 
possessed sound psychometric properties. Also, few investigators within 
the multidimensional perspective have attempted to examine factors in 
the gifted child’s social environment that have been documented in the 
general literature on self-concept as exerting an influence on children's 
self-perceptions. The particular social comparison group employed when 
taking self-judgements has been characterized as one factor which 
influences self-concept (Festinger, 1954; Harter, 1985a). Although 
several investigators (e.g., Coleman 8 Fults, 1982, 1983; Harty, Adkins 8 
Hungate, 1984; Karnes 8 Wherry, 1981; Kolloff 8 Feldhusen, 1984; Maddux, 
Scheiber 8 Bass, 1982) have attempted to examine the social comparison 
group employed by gifted children in various types of classroom 
settings by inference, no investigator has obtained direct information 
about the comparison group utilized by the gifted children.
A second body of research based on the theory of reflected 
aPpraisals or looking glass conception of self-concept formation 
(Cooley, 1909; James, 1892; Mead, 1934) has focused on a second social 
factor which has been found to influence children's self-concepts.
Several investigators (e.g., Medinnus, 1965; Rosenberg, 1973) have 
reP°rted that children's perceptions of their parents' and teachers'
Vlews of them were positively related to children'-s perceptions of 
themselves. A number of other researchers have reported significant 
relationships between parents' and teachers' perceptions of children and 
the children’s perceptions of themselves (Bledsoe 8 Wiggins, 1973;
Gecas, Calonico 8 Thomas, 1974; Michael, Plass 8 Lee, 1973). The 
lnfluence of this second social factor, that is parents' and teachers'
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perceptions and children's perceived evaluations of these significant 
others, on gifted children's self-concepts has been relatively 
unexplored, with the exception of two studies (i.e., Mueller 5 Rothney, 
I960; Ziv, 1977).
The present study was designed to investigate the self-concept of 
Sifted children from a multidimensional perspective with examination 
of factors in the social environment that might influence gifted 
children's evaluations of themselves. Specifically, the Self-Perception 
Profile for Children (Harter, 1985b), a measure of self-concept designed 
to tap children's perceptions across five live domains and their global 
sense of self-worth, was employed to investigate differences in self- 
perceptions between a group of elementary school children identified as 
high achieving gifted and a group of normally achieving peers in 
regular classrooms. The influence of two factors on the gifted 
children's self-perceptions was examined. First, in order to determine 
the influence of the social comparison group on gifted children's self- 
evaluations across the six domains, Harter's (1985b) direct test of 
the social comparison group employed was utilized. Second, the 
tnfluence of parents' and teachers' perceptions on gifted children's 
self_concept was investigated in two ways. In order to determine 
whether there was a relationship between parents' and teachers' 
Perceptions of gifted children's adequacies and gifted children's self- 
Perceptions of their adequacies, parents' and teachers' judgements of 
the gifted across the five domains of the Self-Perception Profile for 
Children were compared to gifted children's judgements of themselves 
acr°ss the same domains. Second, the relationship between gifted 
children's global self-worth and their perceived evaluations of parents
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and teachers was examined through the use of Harter's (1986) Social 
Support Scale for Children. Finally, in order to determine whether or 
n°t the relat-ionships between self-concept, parents’ and teachers' 
Perceptions, and children's perceptions of these evaluations are unique 
to high achieving gifted children, similar relationships were also 
investigated among the group of normally achieving peers in regular
classrooms.
Expectations 
The hypotheses investigated were as follows:
The high achieving gifted groiq? and the normally achieving group 
would be significantly different in terms of their scores on the Self- 
Perception Profile for Children. Given the reports of various 
researchers that gifted children have shown more positive academic self- 
concepts (Brown 5 Karnes, 1982; Colangelo & Pfleger, 1978; Kelly 6 
Colangelo, 1984; Ross § Parker, 1980; Winne, Woodlands 6 Wong, 1982), 
social self-concepts (Kelly § Colangelo, 1984; Milgram 6 Milgram, 1976), 
have viewed themselves as behaviourally more competent (Brown 6 
Karnes, 1982; Chovan 6 Morrison, 1984), it was expected that the gifted 
group should score higher than the normally achieving group on the 
Scholastic Competence, Social Acceptance, Behavioral Conduct and Global
Q . ‘
Worth subscales. However, more positive scores in favour of the 
gifted group were not expected on the Athletic Competence and Physical 
Appearance subscales, as several researchers have reported either lower 
comparable self-concepts between gifted and various comparison groups 
ln the physical domain (Milgram $ Milgram, 1976; Winne, Woodlands 6 
Woi*g, 1982) .
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
49
2. Gender effects on the Athletic Competence and Behavioral Conduct 
subscales of the Self-Perception Profile for Children were expected for 
the total sample with males scoring higher on the Athletic Competence 
subscale and females scoring higher on the Behavioral Conduct subscale. 
These predicted differences were made on the basis of Harter's (1985b) 
normative data.
3. Gifted children who employed their gifted peers as the comparison 
group on the six subscales of the Self-Perception Profile for Children 
should have lower self-concept scores than gifted children who employed 
their normally achieving peers as the comparison group on each of the 
six domains.
4* Higher self-concept scores among the gifted group on each of the 
five subscales of the Self-Perception Profile for Children would be 
associated with higher scores, and, hence, more positive evaluations, 
provided by parents and teachers on the respective - five domains of the 
Parent Rating Form and Teacher Rating Form (Harter, 1985b). Apart from 
fhe specific hypothesis concerning parent/teacher evaluations and gifted 
children’s self-evaluations, several additional questions were 
addressed: Do parents’ and teachers’ evaluations of the gifted children
differ significantly on any of the five self-concept domains? Are the 
evaluations of parents and teachers of the gifted group significantly 
different from the evaluations of parents and teachers of the normally 
achieving group?
• Higher self-concept scores among the gifted group on the Global 
^el^~Horth subscale of the Self-Perception Profile for Children would be 
associated with higher scores on the parent and teacher subscales of the 
Social Support Scale for Children. Thus, gifted children who perceive
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
their parents * and teachers’ attitudes towards them as a person, as 
positive, should also like themselves more as a person.
6 . The predicted relationship between gifted children's perceptions of 
parents' and teachers' evaluations and their global self-worth (hypothesis 
should be stronger than the predicted relationship between parents' 
and teachers' actual evaluations of gifted children's competencies 
across the five specific self-concept domains and gifted children's 
self-evaluations across the same domains (hypothesis #4).
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CHAPTER II
METHOD
Subje cts
One hundred and twenty-two children enrolled in fourth through 
eighth grade in a separate school system, their parents and classroom 
teachers served as subjects. The school system is located within a 
Medium-sized metropolitan area in Southwestern Ontario.
The gifted group was composed of 61 children (45 males, 16 females) 
who met the selection criteria designated by their school board and were 
Participating in a one day per week withdrawl, segregated enrichment 
program designed to foster higher level thinking, autonomous learning, 
aud research skills. The gifted subjects, by virtue of their scores on 
the selection criteria, were designated as high achievers and originally 
identified on the basis of the following criteria:
(i) All subjects met the first set of selection criteria which included 
obtaining a total score of 12 points or greater out of a maximum 
score of 20 on an initial screening grid (see Appendix C) composed 
of a weighted combination of scores on the Slosson Intelligence 
Test for Children (Slosson, 1975), utilizing Slosson's (1981) 
norms; percentile scores on the Reading Comprehension, Mathematics, 
and Total Test of the Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT, 
Dunn 8 Markwardt, 1970); and Teacher Nomination Form of the Scales 
for Rating the Behavior Characteristics of Superior Students 
(Learning, Motivation, Creativity scales, Renzulli, 1976).
51
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Regarding the scores on the Slosson Intelligence Test, students met 
an additional criterion of an IQ score in the 130 range. Although 
not a direct component of the total score on the screening grid, 
Parent Nomination Forms of the Renzulli Scales (1976), and 
information regarding the degree of commitment to class projects 
were obtained for all subjects.
(2) The second selection criterion required a Full Scale IQ score of 130
or greater on the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Revised
(WISC-R, Wechsler, 1974). Although the majority of subjects 
satisfied this criterion, some subjects fell slightly below the 
criterion but had evidenced scale score points at the 98th 
percentile on the Similarities and/or Block Design subtests.
C3) Subjects were not suspected of suffering from primary emotional
disturbance. This judgement was made .on the basis of an initial
screening question completed by the Special Educational Teacher and 
they had not been diagnosed by the psychologists involved in the 
screening process as requiring treatment.
Gifted subjects participating in the enrichment program are 
transported from their home schools, located throughout the school 
district, one day per week to one of five host schools, also located in 
a variety of areas throughout the school district (i.e., inner city, 
suburban locations). Thus, the gifted sample generally represents a 
variety of socioeconomic levels, although the middle class category is 
slightly over-represented.
The normally achieving group was composed of an equivalent number of 
children to the gifted group, matched for grade and sex and selected from 
regular classrooms in the host schools where the gifted group attend
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their enrichment program. As there were five grade levels represented 
in the entire sample of children and five host schools, the normally 
achieving subjects were selected such that one grade level was selected 
from one host school, a second grade level from a different host school, 
yielding five grade levels of children in regular classrooms with each 
grade level sampled randomly from a different host school. The normally 
•achieving sample also generally represents a variety pf socioeconomic 
levels; however, the middle class category is most represented.
The research policy of the school board did not permit administration 
°f ability or achievement tests. Consequently, teacher estimates of 
Grade Point Average and Achievement Level were obtained for the regular 
classroom subjects to provide some assurance that there was no significant 
overlap in ability levels between the two subject groups. Permission was 
granted to obtain only IQ measures from gifted subjects' files.
As with the gifted group, children from the normally achieving group 
were disqualified from the study if primary emotional disturbance was 
suspected or subjects were involved in remedial programs for learning 
difficulties. This information was obtained from the classroom teacher. 
Mean age and the number of subjects in each group by grade and sex are 
Presented in Table 1. Grade Point Average, Achievement Level and IQ 
Measures by grade are summarized in Table 2.
The parent group in this study was composed of the mothers and 
fathers (where both were available) of the gifted and normally achieving 
subjects. The educational level reached by each of the parents was 
°btained as an estimate of socioeconomic level.
The teacher group in this study was composed of the regular 
classroom teachers of the normally achieving group and the enrichment
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Table 2
Ability and Achievement Measures by Grade
-
Grade
Group Variable Overall 4 5 6 7 8
Gifted WISC-R IQ 
Verbal M
SD
131.02
7.18
133.00
8.25
130.23
6.24
131.56
7.23
130.07
5.64
129.00
10.50
Performance M
SD
125.39
9.97
118.15
10.23
126.30
12.92
127.75
6.60
125.84
8.46
131.83
5.60
Full scale M
SD
131.63
6.57
128.92
7.57
131.53
6.74
133.25
5.57
131.38
6.34
134.00
6.87
Regular GPA
class
A n 13 3 3 3 3 1
% 10.6 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 .82
B n 25 5 7 4 8 1
% 20.5 4.1 5.7 3.3 6.6 .82
C n 18 4 2 6 2 4
% 14.8 3.3 1.6 4.9 1.6 3,3
D n 4 0 1 3 0 0
% 3.3 0.0 .82 2.4 0.0 0.0
F n 1 0 0 0 0 0
% .82 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Achievement
Beyond grade n 6 1 1 2 2 0
% 4.9 .82 .82 1.6 1.6 0.0
At grade n 48 12 9 12 9 6
% 39.34 9.8 7.3 9.8 7.3 4.9
Below grade n 6 1 1 2 2 0
% 4.9 .82 .82 1.6 1.6 o;o
GPA = Grade Point Average based on Teacher Estimate. Achievement level is 
also based on Teacher Estimate.
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teachers of the gifted group. Information on years of teaching 
experience and professional qualification was obtained from the teacher 
subjects. Parent and teacher demographics are summarized in Table 3.
Instruments
The Self-Perception Profile for Children (Harter, 1985b) was 
designed to measure children's domain-specific judgements of themselves, 
as weH  as a global perception of their worth as a person. The instrument 
ls comprised of five separate subscales which tap the specific domains and 
a sixth subscale which constitutes the measure of global self-worth. The 
subscales and their content (Harter, 1985) are as follows:
Cl) Scholastic Competence: Items of this scale tap the child's
perception of his/her competence/ability with regard to academic 
performance.
C2) Social Acceptance: Items of this scale tap the degree to which the
child feels popular, feels that most kids like him/her, feels he/ 
she has friends.
C3) Athletic Competence: The items of this scale tap content relevant
to sports and outdoor games, thus providing a measure of children's 
perceptions of their abilities in the athletic domain.
C4) Physical Appearance: The items of this scale tap the degree to
which the child is happy with the way he/she looks, likes his/her 
Physical features, such as height, weight, body, face, and feels 
that he/she is good looking.
£5) Behavioral Conduct: The items of this scale tap the degree to
which children like the way they behave, do the right thing, are 
kind to others, act the way they are supposed to, and avoid getting 
into trouble or doing things they know they shouldn't do.
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Table 3
Number of Parent and Teacher Subjects by Demographic Category and Group
_________________Group________________
Gifted__________   Regular
_______________________A d u l t _________________________
Variable Mothera Father Teacher Mother** Father Teacher
Subj ects 56 39
Teacher
Male
Female
Qualification 
E.A. degree 
M.A. degree
Experience 
<20 years 
>20 years
a
bjuean Parent Education in years for 
Mean Parent Education in years for
5 60 41 7
1 4
4 3
2 5
3 2
3 5
2 2
Gifted Group— M = 13.46, F = 13.87; 
Regular Group— M = 12.88, F = 13.38.
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(6) Global Self-Worth: The items of this scale tap the extent to which
the child likes himself/herself as a person, is happy with the way 
he/she is leading his/her life, and in general is happy with the 
way he/she is.
Each of the six subscales in the Self-Perception Profile for 
Children contains six items forming an inventory of 36 items with one 
additional sample item. The actual questionnaire to be completed by the 
child is entitled What I Am Like (see Appendix D) . Test items are 
Presented in a "structured alternative format" (see sample question in 
Appendix D) where the child is presented with a statement such that the 
first half presents a characteristic common to some children, followed 
by the suggestion that other children may hold an opposite characteristic 
in common. The child is asked to make two decisions: first, which kind
°f kid from the two groups presented is most like him or her; and second, 
whether the particular characteristic is "sort of true" or "really true" 
f°t him/her. Harter (1985b) has suggested that the question format is 
effective in reducing socially desirable response tendencies in that a 
child can identify with either of two existing reference groups of kids, 
where both groups are presented as equivalent in their positive appeal.
Within each of the subscales, items are counterbalanced such that 
three items are worded with the judgement reflective of high competency/ 
a<*equacy on the left (or first), and three items are worded with the high 
competency judgement on the right (or last). A list of the items for 
ea°h subscale and direction in which they are keyed is available in 
^Ppendix E. Items from the six subscales are presented in the following 
order for the first six items of the instrument, and then continue to 
rePeat themselves in the same order throughout the instrument: (1)
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Scholastic Competence, (2) Social Acceptance, (3) Athletic Competence,
(4) Physical Appearance, (5) Behavioral Conduct, and (6) Global Self-
Worth.
A complete scoring key is provided, of which a sample is presented 
in Appendix F. The scoring procedure results in a total of six subscale 
means which define a child's profile and can be compared to normative 
means by grade and gender (Harter, 1985b).
The psychometric properties reported by Harter (1985b) for the Self- 
Perception Profile for Children were derived from four separate samples 
of children, ranging from third grade through eighth grade, with a total 
sample of 1,543 children. All four samples of males and females were 
drawn from Colorado school systems with socioeconomic level ranging from 
lower middle to upper middle class. Approximately 90% of the children 
were Caucasian.
The Self-Perception Profile for Children has been shown to be 
reliable with internal consistency estimates based on Cronbach's Alpha 
reported by Harter (1985b) for all six subscales for each of the four 
samples. ,The range of the resulting coefficients across the four samples 
for each subscale was: Scholastic Competence = .80-.85; Social
Acceptance = .75-.80; Athletic Competence = .81-.86; Physical Appearance =- 
•76-.81; Behavioral Conduct = .71-.77; and Global Self-Worth = .78-.84.
In terms of the relationships among the five specific domain 
subscales, Harter (1985b) has indicated that the scales represent 
relatively distinct factors, but correlations range from .01 to .58, 
suggesting some degree of intercorrelation. The five subscales bear 
moderate relationships to the Global Self-Worth subscale, suggesting 
that feelings of adequacy/competency in each of the five domains 
are important to one's overall sense of worth as
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a person. The intercorrelations among the six subscales are presented in 
Appendix G.
As reported in Chapter I, systematic gender effects were obtained 
for the subscales. Across all four samples, boys scored significantly 
higher on the Athletic Competence subscale than did girls. In contrast, 
girls scored significantly higher on the Behavioral Conduct subscale 
than did boys. In addition, for the two middle school samples only 
(grades 6 , 7, 8), gender effects favouring boys were obtained on both 
the Physical Appearance and Global Self-Worth subscales.
Systematic grade effects for only the two middle school samples for 
the Scholastic Competence and Global Self-Worth subscales are reported.
In both samples six graders had significantly higher Scholastic 
Competence scores that did seventh graders. With regard to Global Self- 
Worth, seventh graders (particularly females) scored lower than six 
graders in one sample. In the second sample eighth-graders evidenced 
lower scores compared to seventh and six graders.
The Teacher Rating Scale (Harter, 1985b) is a form which parallels 
the Self-Perception Profile for Children and provides a measure of the 
teacher's independent judgement of the child's adequacy in each of the 
five specific domains. The global self-worth subscale is not included 
as these items do not translate into attributes which an objective 
observer can rate.
The Teacher Rating Scale has been shown to be reliable with 
Gstimates ranging from .91 to .94 across the five subscales (Harter, 
1985b). The scale yields five mean subscale scores which can be 
directly compared to children's scores on the same scales. A copy of 
the Teacher Rating Scale is available in Appendix H.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
61
A modification of the Teacher Rating Scale was devised to form 
Parent Rating Scale for the present study. Modifications 
included a change in title of the scale to Parent Rating Scale of Child's 
Actual Behavior.
The Social Comparison Processes (Harter, 1985b) was designed to 
°htain information on the social comparison group children employ when 
completing the items of the Self-Perception Profile for Children. 
Following completion of the Self-Perception Profile for Children, the 
ohild is directly asked for each of a specified number of items (i.e., 
items 3, 8, 17, 25, 30, 34), "who were you comparing yourself to, what 
group of kids, when you were thinking about what you were like?" The 
specific items were selected by Harter (1985b) as the most representative 
of each scale. Children provide their response directly next to the 
Particular item. In this manner information regarding the reference 
group employed for each of the six subscales may be obtained.
The Social Support Scale for Children (Harter, 1986) is comprised 
°f four subscales which measure the perceived regard of others:
Parent scale: Items tap the extent to which children believe their
parents understand them, want to hear about their children's 
problems, care about their feelings, treat them like a person who 
really matters, like them the way they are, and act like what their 
children do is important.
(2) Classmate scale: Items tap the extent to which children perceive 
their classmates like them the way they are, are friendly, don't 
make fun of them, listen to what they say, ask them to join in play 
°r games.
(3) Teacher scale: Items tap the degree to which children believe
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their teachers are helpful, care about them, are fair to them, and 
treat them as a person.
(4) Close friend scale: This scale is somewhat different from the
preceding three scales. The parent, classmate and teacher scales 
all assume that these individuals exist in the child's life, and 
assess the perceived regard of these three sources toward the child. 
In contrast, this scale asks whether the child has a close friend 
who responds in certain ways toward him/her. Thus, items ask 
whether the child has a close friend who they can tell problems to, 
who really understands them, who they can complain to about things 
that bother them, who they can spend time with, and who really 
listens to what they say.
Each subscale of the Social Support Scale for Children contains six 
items for a total inventory of 24 items. The actual questionnaire 
completed by the child is entitled People in My Life (see Appendix I).
Test items are presented in a "structured alternative format." 
Statements of positive social support and lack of social support in each 
item are counterbalanced for each subscale. A list of items for each 
subscale and direction in which they are keyed is available in Appendix J. 
Items from the four subscales are presented in the following order for 
the first four items of the instrument and then continue to repeat 
themselves in the same order throughout the instrument: (1) Parent,
C2) Classmate, (3) Teacher, and (4) Close friend. A sample scoring key 
ls presented in Appendix K. The scoring procedure results in a total of 
four subscale means which define a child’s profile and can be compared 
to nonnative means by grade and gender (Harter, 1986).
The psychometric properties reported by Harter (1986) for the Social
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Support Scale for Children were derived from four separate samples of 
children from third through eighth grade, with a total sample of 1,137 
children. All four samples of males and females were drawn from Colorado 
school systems with socioeconomic levels ranging from lower middle to 
upper middle class. Approximately 90% of the children were Caucasian.
Internal consistency estimates based on Cronbach's alpha (Harter, 
1986) for the four subscales for each of the four samples were: Parent =
•78-.88; Classmate = .74-.79; Teacher = .81-.84; and Close friend = .72- 
•83. Intercorrelations among the subscales range from .28 to .57, 
suggesting that the scales measure relatively independent constructs.
Moderate correlations (.28 to .49) of the four subscales with the 
Global Self-Worth subscale of the Self-Perception Profile for Children 
(Harter, 1986) provides a measure of predictive validity. The lowest 
correlations were obtained for the Teacher scale for both elementary and 
middle school samples. Harter (1986) has interpreted the correlations as 
suggesting that the attitudes of others perceived by the child provide 
°ue source of information concerning the child's feelings of worth as a 
Person.
Procedure
The first step in the present study involved the selection of the 
formally achieving subjects. At each of the five schools hosting the 
gifted enrichment programmes, one classroom of normally achieving 
subjects at one of the five grade levels (i.e., 4-8) was randomly 
selected from the classrooms potentially available. In addition, Verbal, 
Performance and Full Scale IQ scores obtained by the gifted subjects on 
^he WISC-R were ascertained from their files.
The next step involved obtaining parental permission for each of
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the children selected to participate in the study. Parents received a 
sealed envelope containing the consent form and a brief outline of the 
nature of the-study, confidentiality, etc. Parents were asked to indicate 
either permission granted or not granted, along with their signature. In 
addition to the consent form, parents also received two copies of the 
Parent Rating Scale. Parents who granted permission for their child's 
participation were requested to complete the Rating Scale independently, 
that is, without consulting their spouse or child. Information regarding 
their highest level of education was also requested. All completed 
consent forms and Rating Scales were returned to the school and kept in 
the property of the school principal. In order to facilitate the highest 
teturn rate possible, those parents who had not responded within one week 
Were contacted by telephone.
The Self-Perception Profile for Children, Social Comparison Process 
Procedure, and the Social Support Scale for Children were administered in 
group format to gifted children while in their one-day enrichment class, 
to normally achieving children while in their regular classrooms. An 
lnitial rapport building period was conducted. Children were informed 
that the study was a survey designed to investigate how different kids, 
Parents and teachers think and feel about themselves and others.
Emphasis was placed on informing children that there were no right or 
^ o n g  answers. Children were informed about the confidentiality of their 
responses and encouraged to answer honestly. Finally, children were 
®ade aware that feedback from the survey would be provided.
Following the rapport building period the formal testing session 
Eegan with instruments administered in the following order: The Self-
Perception Profile for Children; the Social Comparison Process procedure;
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aud the Social Support Scale for Children. For all instruments, children 
were requested to read silently each item while the examiner read the 
item aloud in an attempt to ensure that reading ability did not influence 
responses.
The next step in the procedure involved obtaining the teacher 
ratings of the children's competence/adequacy. The Teacher Rating Scale 
°f the Self-Perception Profile for Children was distributed to each of 
the seven classroom teachers of the normally achieving subjects and to 
each of the five enrichment teachers (one teacher instructs two classes) 
°f the gifted subjects. Prior to completing the forms, each teacher was 
provided with a brief training session emphasizing that his/her task 
would be to independently rate the child's actual behavior in each area, 
Uot his/her view of the child’s perceptions. Teachers were requested to 
conplete a separate rating for each child in his/her class that 
Participated in the study. In addition to their ratings, teachers were 
asked to indicate their sex, highest degree obtained, and years of prior 
Caching experience. Teachers of the normally achieving subjects were 
Requested to complete an additional form providing the following 
^formation: whether the particular child was receiving remediation for
learning difficulties or treatment for emotional difficulties, an estimate 
°f current achievement beyond grade level— >1 year; at grade level; below 
grade level— >1 year) and overall grade point average on the basis of 
Performance on the most recent Report Card.
In order to ensure confidentiality all identifying information, 
such as names, were re-coded following the data gathering sessions for 
Parents, teachers, and children.
Ijata Analytic;
The raw data in the present study consisted of the following:
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Verbal, Performance, and Full Scale IQ scores on the WISC-R for the 
gifted subjects; achievement levels and grade point average for the 
regular classroom subjects; self-concept data for each of the child 
subjects in the form of six mean subscale scores on the Self-Perception 
Profile for Children; the reference group (assigned a numerical code) 
employed -for each of the six self-concept domains; four mean subscale 
scores on the Social Support Scale for Children; parent and teacher 
demographic variables; and finally, five mean subscale scores for each 
Parent and teacher on the Parent and Teacher Rating Forms.
A discriminant function analysis was conducted to investigate 
differences in scores on the Self—Perception Profile for Children 
between the two groups of child subjects. This analysis provides the 
weighted linear combination of variables which maximize the difference 
between groups. Discriminant function analysis allows one to determine 
whether two or more groups are different and also indicates which 
variables contribute to the difference, or best discriminate between the 
groups (Brown, 1970; Nunally, 1967).
A stepwise discriminant function analysis was performed using an
SPSSX (1986) program. In a stepwise procedure, as outlined in the
^tatistical Package for the Social Sciences (Nie, Hull, Jenkins,
Steinbrenner § Bert, 1975), independent variables (in this case the six
subscales) are sequentially selected for entry into the analysis on the
basis of their discriminating power. In general, an a priori measure of
group discrimination or separation (which in most cases has an associated 
F
ratio) is established as a selection or stepwise entry criterion. The 
Process commences with selection of the single variable which has the 
highest value on the selection criterion. This variable is then paired
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with each of the other variables in the analysis, one at a time, and 
evaluated on the selection criterion. The new variable, which in 
conjunction with the initial variable produces the best value on the 
criterion, is then selected as the second variable to be included in the 
discriminant equation. This process continues until the selection 
criterion is no longer met through the addition of other variables. Those 
variables which fail to meet the selection criterion make no significant 
contribution to discrimination.
The stepwise selection criterion employed in the present study was 
Wilhs > lambda. The criterion is the overall multivariate F ratio for 
the test of differences among the group centroids (means). The variable 
which maximizes the F ratio also minimizes Wilks’ lambda (the measure of 
group discrimination).
Several regression analyses were performed using a SAS (1985)
Program. The purpose of these analyses was to provide further validation 
f°r the set of discriminating variables that emerged from the discriminant 
^alysis by examining which predictor variables (self-concept subscales) 
were the most important determinants of group membership and the overall 
degree of relationship between the set of predictor variables and group 
membership, in addition, graphical examination of the residuals from 
the regression would aid in detecting possible departures of the data 
assumptions of linear models.
In order to evaluate differences among the means of multiple 
dependent variables simultaneously (e.g., self-concept subscales for the 
children, or parent/teacher ratings), multivariate analyses of variance 
CMANOVA) were performed using a SAS (1985) program. Unlike analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA), MANOVA takes into account the correlations among
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dependent variables treating them as a composite, and provides an explicit 
means for controlling experimentwise error rate (Harris, 1975). The 
statistic selected for the overall test of significance in the present 
research was Hotelling-Lawley trace criterion reputed to be robust 
(Harris, 1975). Following the overall test of significance, univariate 
ANOVAs provided information regarding which dependent variables showed 
significant effects. A Tukey Studentized Range (HSD) test (Tukey, 1949) 
Was employed for comparing all main-effect means.
In investigating the degree of relationship between some of the 
dependent measures (e.g., children's self-concept score on a particular 
subscale with parent score) Pearson product moment correlations were 
c°mputed using an SPSSX (1986) program.
For all analyses, alpha was set equal to .05, except where 
indicated otherwise.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS
The results will be presented following the order of the hypotheses 
under investigation. For each hypothesis preliminary analyses will be 
reported first, followed by the results of the main data analysis. Mean 
subscale scores and standard deviations of the Self—Perception Profile 
for Children and the Social Support Scale for Children by group, grade, 
and sex are presented in Tables 4 and 5. Table 6 presents the mean 
subscale scores and standard deviations of the Parent Rating and Teacher 
Rating Scales of the Self— Perception Profile for Children. Scores are 
reported overall as well as by group (parents/teachers of the gifted 
versus parents/teachers of the regular classroom children).
Hypothesis 1--Self-concept differences. The first hypothesis stated 
that the high achieving gifted group and the normally achieving regular 
classroom children would differ in their scores on the Self-Perception 
for Children. Prediction of specific subscale differences 
included the expectation that the gifted group would score higher than 
the normally achieving group on the Scholastic Competence, Social 
Acceptance, Behavioral Conduct and Global Self Worth subscales.
Equivalent or lower scores for the gifted group were expected on the 
Athletic Competence and Physical Appearance subscales.
Preliminary analyses. A £  test for age differences between the 
R^^ed group (M = 10.96) and the normally achieving group (M = 11.08)
Was not significant, £(120) = -0.47, jd > .05. In order to determine 
whether the two groups of interest (gifted and normally achieving
69
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Table 4
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Self-Perception Profile for 
Children Subscales
Grade
Subscale Overall 4 ____  5____   6____   7____   8_
M F M  F M  F M F . M
Scholastic
Gifted M 3.64 3.56 3.50 3.80 3.63 3.85 3.59 3.67 3.74 3.45 3.85
SD .35 .33 .48 .33 .39 .10 .37 .23 .33 .35 .10
Regular M 2.89 3.02 2.81 4.00 2.87 3.05 2.56 3.15 3.06 3.40 2.55
SD 0.68 .69 .70 .69 .68 1.10 .62 .76 .56 .14 .58
Social
Gifted M 3.10 3.32 3.00 3.80 3.08 3.35 2.92 3.40 2.82 3.40 3.40
SD .67 .66 .43 .66 .77 .75 .66 .81 .82 .56 .42
Regular M 3.03 3.02 2.90 3.50 2.79 3.15 2.97 3.00 3.40 3.25 3.10
SD .78 .97 .70 .97 .85 1.10 .86 .47 .68 .35 .89
Athletic
Gifted M 2.87 2.78-2.87 3.50 3.10 2.87 2.84 2.85 2.68 3.25 2.52
SD .73 .70 .64 .70 .73 .83 .91 .82 .69 .07 .85
SD .45 .58 .37
SD .63 .19 .65
M M
3.80
.3
3.63
.39
3.85
.10
3.59
.37
3.67
.23
4.0 2.87 3.05 2.56 3.15 3.06
3.80
.6
3.08
.7
3.35
.75
2.92
.6
3.40
.81
3.50
.97
2.79
.85
3.15
1.10
2.97
.86
3.00
.47
3.50
.70
3.10
.73
2.87
.83
2.84
.91
2.85
82
2.30
.62
2.82
1.05
2.97
1.05
2.99
.71
2.85
.50
3.55
.45
2.30
.69
3.15
.44
3.15
.50
3.05
.83
2.45
.42
3.02
.58
3.80
.48
3.26
.72
3.07
.92
3.10
.76
2.72
.33
2.97
.42
3.00
.71
3.73
.69
3.42
.53
3.29
.51
3.20
.72
3.27
.66
4.00
.79
3.01
.61
3.12
.62
2.85
.33
2.65
.40
2.92
.60
3.70
.58
3.60
.37
3.57
.53
3.35
.41
3.40
.49
3.51
.57
4.00
.19
3.37
.65
3.12
.94
3.15
.76
3.00
.53
3.51
.31
Regular M 2.99 3.20 2.85 2.30 2.82 2.97 2. 9 2.85 3. 5 1.85 3.22
SD .84 .62 1.01       .21 1.03
Appearance
Gifted M 3.00 3.18 2.92 2.30 3.15 3.15 3.05 2.45 3.02 3.35 2.72
SD .60 .69 .45 .69  .50 .83 .42 .58 .21 .75
Regular M 3.03 3.24 2.93 3.80 3.26 3.07 3.10 2.72 2.97 2.10 2.75
SD .65 .48 .54 .48  .92 .76 .33 .42 .14 .84
Conduct
Gifted M 3.18 3.28 2.75 3.00  3.42 3.29 3.20 3.27 2.90 3.20
SD .60 .71 .59 71  .53 .51 .72 .66 .84 .29
Regular M 2.94 2.94 3.06 4.00  3.12 2.85 2.65 2.92 3.25 2.55
SD .54 .79 .49   .62 .33 .40 .60 .07 .45
Self-Worth
Gifted M 3.47 3.34 3.53   3.57 3.35 3.40 3.51 3.75 3.17
.35 .62
Regular M 3.23 3.56 2.93       2.75 3.00
.07 .70
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Table 5
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Social Support Scale for Children
Grade
Subscale Overall
F M F M F M F M F M
Parent
Gifted M
SD
3.72
.37
3.72
.41
3.53
.42
3.50
.41
3.73
.40
3.95
.10
3.73
.36
3.85
.10
3.71
.52
3.90
.14
3.65
.31
Regular M
SD
3.62
.55
3.72
.25
3.81
.27
4.00
.25
3.94
.15
3.70
.47
3.42
.68
3.25
.51
3.66
.48
3.15
1.20
3.12
1.04
Teacher
Gifted M
SD
3.27
.64
2.88
.31
3.23
.52
4.00
.31
3.29
.84
3.85
.10
3.22
.72
2.92
.85
3.30
.51
3.85
.21
3.22
.55
Regular M
SD
3.45
.54
3.86
.31
3.76
.42
4.00
.31
3.65
.47
3.50
.53
3.00
.50
3.35
.64
3.31
.50
3.50
.42
3.37
.67
Classmate
Gifted M
SD
3.17
.67
3.24
.59
3.26
.66
3.70
.59
3.15
.73
3.12
.83
3.01
.72
3.35
.91
3.01
.73
3.60
.14
3.35
.44
Regular M
SD
3.11
.73
2.80
.97
3.30
.63
3.30
.97
2.97
.84
3.45
.36
2.90
.91
3.37
.22
3.45
.50
3.05
.35
2.80
.89
Priend
Gifted M
SD
3.45
.63
3.08
1.08
3.33
.72
4.60
1.08
3.31
.75
3.87
.15
3.41
.44
3.92
.15
3.25
.59
4.00
.00
3.80
.24
Regular M
SD
3.34
.80
3.80
.34
3.42
.58
4.00
.34
3.08
1.02
3.67
.39
3.05
.93
4.00
.00
3.47
.68
3.65
.49
2.72
1.02
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Table 6
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations for Subscales of the Parent/Teacher
Overall Gifted Regular
Subscale Adult n M SD n M SD ri M SD
Scholastic M 116 3.49 .67 56 3.86 .25 60 3.15 .75
F 80 3.62 .56 39 3.88 .23 41 3.38 .67
T 122 3.33 .70 61 3.77 .36 61 2.88 .68
Social M 116 3.34 .71 56 3.31 .64 60 3.42 .63
F 80 3.33 .65 39 3.27 .65 41 3.39 .65
T 122 3.10 .78 61 3.17 .78 61 3.03 .78
Athletic M 116 2.99 .70 56 2.89 .72 60 3.10 .68
F 80 3.75 .39 39 2.96 .73 41 3.04 .68
T 122 2.87 .77 61 2.97 .79 61 2.78 .74
Appearance M 116 3.79 .38 56 3.75 .39 60 3.83 .37
F 80 3.75 .39 39 3.63 .46 41 3.87 .28
T 122 3.35 .58 61 3.44 .55 . 61 3.27 .57
Conduct M 116 3.58 .57 56 3.72 .47 60 3.45 .62
F 80 3.63 .53 39 3.74 .40 41 3.52 .62
T 122 3.35 .71 61 3.49 .63 61 3.21 .76
‘-'Hi®.* Adult M = mother, Adult F = father, Adult T = teacher.
nTeacher = the number of total ratings provided. The actual 
number of teacher subjects was: Overall = 12, Gifted = 5,
Regular = 7 .
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children) should be further divided by sex for the discrimination 
analysis, initial one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) for overall sex 
differences on each of the six Self-Perception Profile for Children 
subscales were performed. Significant £  values, £  > .05 were not 
obtained on any of the six self-concept scales. Consequently, further 
division on the basis of sex was unnecessary.
In order to ascertain whether there were differences between the 
gifted and normally achieving group on each Self-Perception Profile for 
Children subscale individually, univariate analyses of variance (ANOVA) 
were performed. Mean scores on each of the six subscales for each group 
and the results of the ANOVA procedure are presented in Appendix M. 
Significant differences between the two groups in favour of the gifted 
were obtained for the following subscales: Scholastic Competence
£01,120) = 59.11, £  < .01; Global Self-Worth £(1,120) = 5.92, £ <  .01; 
and Behavioral Conduct £(1,120) = 5.25, £  < .05.
Discrimination between the groups. In order to test for differences 
between the gifted and normally achieving groups based on a linear 
combination of the Self-Perception Profile for Children subscales, a 
stepwise discriminant function analysis (SPSSX, 1986) was performed. The 
two groups of interest were the high achieving gifted children and 
Normally achieving regular classroom children. Scores obtained on the 
six subscales of the Self-Perception Profile for Children were entered as 
discriminating variables.
The overall multivariate £  approximation of Wilks' Lambda was 
significant for the linear combination of Scholastic Competence and 
Athletic Competence (FC2,119D = 36.75, £  < .01) attesting to differences 
between the two groups on the linear combination of the two scales.
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Given this significant difference the resulting discriminant function 
(i.e., the linear combination of the two subscales) was tested. A 
significant -chi-square approximation of Wilks' lambda was obtained for 
the function Wilks1 lambda = .678, approximate x2(2,N = 122) = 57.24, £
< .01.
Next in the analysis was examination of the relative contribution 
of the two discriminating variables to the discriminant function. The 
standardized discriminant function coefficients associated with each 
subscale were as follows: Scholastic Competence = 1.066; Athletic
Competence = -0.482. Inspection of the coefficients reveals that the 
Scholastic Competence subscale offered a greater relative contribution to 
the discriminant function.
Given information about the nature of the discriminant function, 
mean discriminant scores (group centroids) were obtained for the gifted 
group and normally achieving group on the function. The centroids 
summarized each group's location in the space defined by the discriminating 
variables. The resulting centroids illustrating centroid location on the 
discriminant function are located in Appendix L. Examination of these 
results reveals that the gifted group occupied a positive location on 
the function, while the normally achieving group occupied a negative 
location. Although the function evidenced statistically significant 
discrimination between the groups, there was some overlap.
Classification of subjects into groups. Subjects were classified 
into either the gifted or normally achieving regular classroom children 
°n the basis of the linear combination of the two self-concept scales 
(i.e., the discriminant function) originally derived from each group 
(classification functions). Probability of membership in a group was
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Table 7
Summary of Classification of Subjects Into Groups
Actual group membership Number of cases Predicted group membership
Gifted Regular
Gifted 61 51 10
83.6% 16.4%
Regular 61 16 45
26.2% 73.8%
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calculated for each classification function and each subject was assigned 
to the group for which he/she had the highest probability of membership.
The results of the classification procedure are presented in Table 
7. The table illustrates the comparison between actual group membership 
and predicted group membership on the basis of the linear combination.
The number and percentage of correct classifications are illustrated. Of 
the total sample of 122 subjects, 78.69% were correctly classified. As 
illustrated, 83.6% of the subjects were correctly classified into the 
high achieving gifted group; 73.8% into the normally achieving regular 
classroom group.
Supplementary analyses for Hypothesis 1 - Regression analyses. In 
order to examine the stability of the variance with respect to the two 
resulting discriminating subscales additional regression analyses were 
performed, including a regular (simultaneous) regression analysis (SAS, 
1985), forward inclusion, backward elimination, and stepwise regression 
analyses (SPSSX, 1986). For each analysis the regression was computed on 
the dependent variable, group (gifted vs. regular class), with the six 
subscales of the Self-Perception Profile entered as predictor variables. 
Summaries of the regression analyses are presented in Appendix N. In 
general, all regression analyses reproduced the original two discriminating 
variables (i.e., Scholastic Competence and Athletic Competence) as 
Predictor variables, suggesting the variance structure of the two 
discriminating subscales is quite stable. Across the various analyses the 
two predictor variables combined accounted for 38.2% of the variance in 
group membership. A plot of the frequency of the residuals for group 
membership is presented in Appendix 0 and suggests an essentially normal 
error score distribution, this providing justification for parametric
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analyses.
Split random halves classification. In the discriminant analysis 
procedure the 122 subjects were employed both to compute the discriminant 
function and in classification. In order to provide a more unbiased 
error rate in classification, a second classification procedure was 
conducted. In this procedure the entire sample was randomly split into 
approximate halves via computer randomization. The first half (n = 62) 
composed of both gifted and normally achieving subjects, was utilized 
for computing the discriminant function and coefficients. The second 
half (n = 60) composed of both gifted and normally achieving subjects, 
was not utilized for derivation of the function, but was subjected to 
classification on the basis of the discriminant function derived from the 
62 selected cases.
A significant discriminant function identical to the original 
function derived from 122 cases was obtained from the 62 selected cases. 
The remaining 60 cases were then classified on the basis of this second 
function (see Table 8). The procedure results in an overall correct 
classification of 85.0%. As illustrated, 92.3% of the sub-sample of 
subjects were correctly classified into the high achieving gifted group; 
79.4% into the normally achieving regular classroom group.
Analysis of grade differences. To determine whether there were 
systematic grade effects for the gifted and normally achieving groups on 
the six self-concept subscales, a two-way multivariate analysis of 
variance was computed with five levels of GRADE and two levels of GROUP. 
The dependent measures included the six subscales of the Self-Perception 
Profile for Children. Using Hotelling-Lawley trace criterion, the MANOVA 
Was significant for GROUP (FC6,107D = 10.34, £  < .01), but not for GRADE
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Table 8
Summary of Classification of Subjects Into Groups
Actual group membership Number of cases Predicted group membership
Gifted Regular
Gifted 26 24 2
92.3% 7.7%
Regular 34 7 27
20.6% 79.4%
Note. Cases classified were not selected for use in the discriminant 
analysis.
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(£C24,4223 = 1.04, £  > .OSD or GRADE x GROUP (££24,42211 = 0.68, £  > .05), 
suggesting that only group membership had an overall effect on self- 
concept scores. Subsequent univariate ANOVAs were computed on each of 
the six Self-Perception Profile for Children subscales. Analyses 
revealed a significant GROUP effect for the Scholastic Competence, 
Behavioral Conduct and Global Self Worth subscales (see Table 9).
Using the Tukey Studentized Range (HSD) test, comparison of group 
means showed that the gifted group (M=3.64) scored significantly higher 
than the normally achieving group (M = 2.89) on the Scholastic Competence 
subscale, £  < .05. Significant differences in favour of the gifted group 
(M = 3.18) over the normally achieving group (M = 2.94) were found for 
the Behavioral Conduct subscale, £  < .05, and also the Global Self Worth 
subscale, gifted (M = 3.47), and normally achieving (M = 3.23), £  < .05.
Hypothesis 2— Gender effects on Self-Concept scores. The second 
hypothesis stated that gender effects on the Athletic Competence and 
Behavioral Conduct subscales were expected for both the gifted and 
normally achieving groups. Males in both groups were expected to score 
higher on the Athletic Competence subscale, while females in both groups 
were expected to score higher on the Behavioral Conduct subscale.
A two-way MANOVA with two levels of SEX and two levels of GROUP was 
Performed on the six subscales of the Self-Perception Profile for 
Children. Using Hotelling-Lawley trace criterion, the MANOVA was 
significant for GROUP (FC6,1133 = 12.68, £  < .01) but not for SEX 
(££6,1133 = 1.88, £  > .05) or SEX x GROUP (FC6,1133 = .98, £  > .05). 
Subsequent univariate ANOVAs for each of the six self-concept subscales 
reproduced a significant GROUP effect for the Scholastic Conpetence, 
Behavioral Conduct and Global Self Worth subscales, as reported in the
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Table 9
^  * --------------- ~  — —  w *  W J . W  W W i l i p v  | W W 4 A U U W W  U i l U
Global Self-Worth Subscales
t
Scholastic Behavioral Global Self Worth
Source of variation SS df MS F SS df MS F SS df MS F
Model 18.99 . 9 2.11 7.00*** 3.50 9 .38 1.16 3.61 9 .40 1.30
Main effects 
Grade 
Group
.93
17.41
4
1
.23
17.41
.77
57.75***
.67
1.72
4
1
.16
1.72
.51
5.14*
1.56
1.79
4
1
.39
1.79
1.27
5.82**
Interaction 
Grade*group .64 4 .16 .54 1.10 4 .27 .82 .25 4 .06 .21
Residual 33.78 112 .30 37.56 112 .33 34.52 112 .30
Total 52.78 121
,
41.07 121 38.14 121
*p < .05 
**£ < .01
***£  < .0001
00
o
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previous MANOVA performed for grade effects. The results of the TVikey’s
Studentized Range (HSD) test for comparisons between group means were
also similar-to those previously reported.
Hypothesis 3— Social comparison processes. The third hypothesis
Predicted that gifted children who employed their gifted peers as the
comparison group on a particular self-concept subscale would score lower
than gifted children who employed their normally achieving peers as the
comparison group. Normally achieving subjects in regular classrooms were
generally expected to employ their regular classmates as the comparison 
group.
In fact, few gifted children employed a gifted reference group on 
afiy item (of 61 children, only 4, each on only one of the representative 
items). Children’s responses to the reference group question for each of 
the six representative self-concept items are presented in Appendix P.
In order to ensure adequate expected frequencies for Chi Square tests of 
homogeneity of proportions, categories were collapsed into Gifted,
Aguiar Classroom and Other. No significant Chi Square values were
obtained.
Hypothesis 4--Parents* and teachers' perceptions. The fourth 
hypothesis derived from the theory of reflected appraisals predicted that 
higher self-concept scores among the gifted group on each of the five 
scales of the Self-Perception Profile for Children would be associated 
with higher scores (more positive evaluations) provided by parents and 
teachers on the respective five domains of the Parent Rating Form and 
Teacher Rating Form.
Parent ratings have not been explored utilizing the parallel scale. 
In order to ensure adequate reliability, internal consistency estimates
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for all five subscales, based on Cronbach's Alpha, for mothers, fathers, 
and teachers were computed as a preliminary analysis (see Appendix Q) .
In order to test the hypothesis, Pearson’s product moment 
correlations were conducted with the means of mothers’, fathers', 
teachers', and gifted subjects' scores on each of the five self-concept 
domains as the variables. The following significant relationship (]3 <
•01) were found: gifted subjects' self-ratings were consistently
related to all three groups of adult ratings on the Social Acceptance and 
Athletic Competence subscales; gifted subjects' ratings were related to 
both mother and teacher ratings on the Scholastic Competence subscale; 
gifted subjects' ratings on the Behavioral ConducrE subbcale were related 
only to the father ratings on the same domain; and finally, no significant 
relationships between gifted subjects' ratings and any of the adult 
ratings were obtained for the Physical Appearance subscale, > .05.
Closer examination of the correlation analysis results presented in 
Table 10 suggested that on some subscales (e.g., Scholastic Competence, 
Behavioral Conduct) there was little relationship between mother and 
father ratings or father and teacher ratings. In order to further 
investigate relationships between mother, father, and teacher ratings of 
the gifted children’s competencies, a second product moment correlational 
analysis was conducted. In this analysis mean scores obtained from 
mothers, fathers and teachers on the five self-concept domains were 
entered as the variables. As shown in Table 11 moderately high 
significant positive correlations were obtained between mother and 
father ratings on four of the five subscales, including Social Acceptance, 
Athletic Competence, Physical Appearance and Behavioral Conduct, with a 
significant though low positive correlation for the Scholastic Competence
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Table 10
Correlations of Gifted Subjects' Self-Ratings on the Self-Perception 
Profile for-Children with Parent and Teacher Ratings
Scale Adult 1 2 _3 4 _5
Children
X
1. Scholastic Mother .33** .16 .19 .05 .13
Father .05 .20 .23 -.10 -.17
Teacher ^30** X .00 .12 .06 .15
2. Social .00X .48*** .38** .30** .10
-.04 .54***\ .35** -.07 -.08
.06 56*** X ^21 .16 .36**
3. Athletic .13 .12Xv .67*** .30** .01
.13 .20 \ .49***X .03 -.08
-.05 .26 X s<32** \ . 1 2 .06
4. Appearance -.21* — .08 .is'x .l^X -.02
.08 - .06 .oo X N - . n  X *14
-.03 .04 .08 x ^ o o x. 03
5 . Conduct .09 .01 .27* .I^X .20X
.05 .08 .05 .27* X >37* X
.11 .01 .10 -.12 X - 1 6
E. * .4)5
E < .01
E < .001
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Table 11
Correlations of Parent with Teacher Ratings for the Gifted Sample
Scale
1. Scholastic
2. Social
3. Athletic
4. Appearance 
5• Conduct
Adult
Pair
M-F
M-T
F-T
1 2 3 4 5_
.26* .39** .34** .52*** .13
.11 X -.05 .17 -.00 .10
.07 X ^ . 3 5 * * .30* -.27* -.11
.05X .80*** .53*** - .03 .20
.16 X v .21* x. .07 -.05 .29**
.23 \ . 2 7 *  ^ X 12
.16 .32*
.40** .30*\ .75*** -.01 .13
.14 .22 X. .44**^\s .11 .32**
.02 .01 xs^.25* X^.24 -.01
.10 .32* .35** .56*** .46**
.20 .21* .27* X .09 S\  .19
.35** -.25 .05 X - .14 X^_ 15
-.02 .37** .21 .iX^ .65***
.00 .04 -.02 -.06 X v  .29*X
-.17 -.12 -.19 -.20 X. .07
father correlation; M-T = mother with teacherNote. ri -r — uiuuicr w i w n  a. w * --------
correlation; F-T = father with teacher correlation.
***:
<
<
<
.05
.01
.001
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subscale (£ < .05) . For mother and teacher ratings a significant 
moderate positive correlation was obtained for one subscale, specifically, 
Athletic Competence, £  < .05, with significant low correlations indicated 
for the Social Acceptance, £  < .05, and Behavioral Conduct subcales, £  < 
•01. No significant relationships were obtained for the Scholastic 
Competence and Physical Appearance subscales Qa > .05) . There was less 
agreement between father and teacher ratings, with significant low 
correlations obtained on only two subscales, Social Acceptance and 
Athletic Competence. In summary, significant correlations between mother 
and father ratings were obtained for all five self-concept domains with a 
smaller number of significant correlations between one or both parents' 
ratings and teacher ratings across the five self-concept domains.
Given information about the nature of the relationships between 
children's, parents' and teachers' ratings within the gifted group, two 
similar sets of product moment correlation analyses were performed 
between regular classroom children's self ratings on the five self- 
concept domains and their parents' and teachers' ratings on the same 
domains. Significant positive correlations of a moderate level between 
the normally achieving subject's ratings and ratings of the three adult 
groups were found for the same four self-concept scales as with the 
gifted group, specifically, Scholastic Competence, Social Acceptance, 
Athletic Competence and Behavioral Conduct, £  < .01. (See Table 12.)
The second correlation analysis investigating the relationships 
among ratings obtained from mothers, fathers, and teachers of the 
formally achieving subjects (Table 13) showed that there were significant 
Positive correlations among the ratings of the three adult groups on all 
five self-concept domains. Correlations between mother and father
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Table 12
V
Correlations of Regular Class Subjects1 Self Ratings on the Self- 
Perception Profile for Children with Parent and Teacher Ratings
Scale Adult .1 2 3 4 £
Children \
1. Scholastic Mother .53*** .15 .12 .19 .32**
Father .56*** s. .06 .16 .00 .35**
Teacher .57*** \ .43*** .36** #45*** #41***
2. Social .34*^. .39*** .25* .15 .09
.09 X. .45** \ .20 -.06 .11
.27** .54*** X. 50*** .29** .33**
3. Athletic .21*
X.
.39*** .54*** .04 -.02
.25* .33** ^ .49***Xv  *14 -.05
.15 .52*** X. \ . 1 7 .08
4. Appearance .19 .34** . 1 9 \ . 1 6 \ .02
.10 .24 .17 X . -.07 X w - .05
.10 .33** .34** \ . 0 8 X 13
5. Conduct .26* .01 -.24* .osX .48***
.15 .08 -.18 -.33**^ .54***\
.23* .02 -.09 .15 S. 42***
----
* * *
: .05
E < .01 
E < .001
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Table 13
Correlations of Parent with Teacher Ratings for the Regular Class Sample
Scale
!• Scholastic
2. Social
3. Athletic 
4* Appearance 
•* • Conduct
Adult
Pair 1 2 3 4 5_
n :
M-F .83*** .41** .32* .24 .56***
M-T .71 X v  .40*** .38*** .48*** .33**
F-T V 66*** .39** .31* .13
.16V yg*** .31* .26* .37**
.14 ^ v .48***SV .45*** 39*** .14
.16 \ 4 2 * *  X s^36** .26* .19
.40* .50*** .74*** .32* .10
.24* ,39***\ .63***" .31** -.01
.34** .33** X 51*** 27*
X
-.09
.06 .15 .16V
\
.28* .14
.18 .21* .17 X . .32** V v .24*
.20 .14 .27* V - 27* V^-19
.36** .38** .06 .ioV .84***
.45*** .19 .06 .25* V .48***
^49*** .12 .01 .29* V. .50***
:her with father correlation; M-T = mother with teacher
* *
* * * r
<
<
.05
.01
.001
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ratings were relatively high on most subscales (r = .74-.84), with the 
exception of Physical Appearance (r = .28). Correlations between each 
°f the parent ratings and the teacher ratings were moderate on most 
subscales (r = .42-.71), the exception being the Physical Appearance 
subscale (i: = .27-.32). Table 14 presents a summary of the subscales on 
which significant correlations were obtained between children's self- 
ratings and the adult ratings for both gifted and normally achieving 
groups. Similarly, a summary of the subscales on which significant 
correlations were obtained among the ratings of the three adult groups 
are presented in Table 15.
As part of the fourth hypothesis, several additional questions were 
addressed, including, Do parents' and teachers' evaluations of the 
gifted children differ significantly on any of the five self-concept 
domains? and Are the evaluations of parents and teachers of the gifted 
group significantly different from the evaluations -of parents and 
teachers of the normally achieving group? In addressing these questions, 
several preliminary analyses were performed. Firstly, differences in 
level of education between parents of the two groups were examined. A 
t. test for difference in level of education between mothers of the 
gifted group (M = 13.46 years) and mothers of the normally achieving 
group (m = 12.88 years) was not significant, £(101) = 1.30, £  > .05. 
Similarly, no significant difference in level of education between 
fathers of the gifted group CM = 13.86 years) and fathers of the 
nt>rmally achieving group (M = 13.38) was found, £(70) = .62, £  > .05.
In order to address the questions of differences between mother, 
father and teacher ratings, both within and between the gifted and 
°rmaliy achieving regular classroom groups, a univariate ANOVA with
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Table 14
Summary of Subscales where Significant Congruence was Indicated Between 
Children's Self Ratings and Adult Ratings
Child rater
Adult rater 
Mother
Father
Teacher
Gifted
Scholastic
Social
Athletic
Social
Athletic
Conduct
Scholastic
Social
Athletic
Regular
Scholastic
Social
Athletic
Conduct
Scholastic
Social
Athletic
Conduct
Scholastic
Social
Athletic
Conduct
Reproduced with p e n s io n  o, ,Pe copyriQht ovmer. Fimher reproauc(|on ^  ^
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Table 15
.Summary of Siihscales where Significant Congruence was Indicated Between
Adult Ratings
Group
Adult rater pair Gifted Regular
Mother-father Scholastic Scholastic
Social Social
Athletic Athletic
Appearance
Conduct
Appearance
Conduct
Mother-teacher Social Scholastic
Athletic Social
Conduct Athletic
Appearance
Conduct
Father-teacher Social Scholastic
-
Athletic Social
Athletic
Appearance
Conduct
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three levels of ADULT and two levels of GROUP was performed for each of 
the five self-concept scales of the Parent/Teacher Rating Forms.
Dependent measures in each of the ANOVAs were the three actual scores 
constituting the mother, father and teacher ratings for the particular 
subscale.1 Hie analyses summarized in Tables 16, 17, 18, and 19 
revealed the following: significant ADULT, GROUP, and ADULT x GROUP
effects for Scholastic Competence; significant effects for ADULT, but not 
for GROUP or ADULT x GROUP for Social Acceptance; no significant main 
effects or interaction for Athletic Competence; significant effects for 
ADULT and ADULT x GROUP, but not for GROUP for Physical Appearance; and 
finally, significant effects for ADULT, GROUP, but not for ADULT x GROUP 
for Behavioral Conduct.
In order to compare the difference between group means on each of 
the self-concept domains, a Tukey Studentized Range (HSD) test was 
performed for the ADULT and GROUP categories. These comparisons (Table 
20) revealed that on the Scholastic Competence subscale father ratings 
CM = 3.62) were higher than teacher ratings (M = 3.33) and the three 
adult ratings within the gifted group (M = 3.83) were higher than the 
adult ratings in the normally achieving group (M = 3.11). On the Social 
Acceptance subscale, mothers (M = 3.34) rated significantly higher than 
teachers (M = 3.10). On the Physical Appearance subscale both mothers 
CM = 3.79) and fathers (M = 3.75) rated higher than teachers (M = 3.35). 
F°r the Behavioral Conduct subscale, both mothers (M = 3.58) and fathers 
CM = 3.63) rated significantly higher than teachers (M = 3.35), and the 
three adult ratings within the gifted group (M = 3.64) were significantly
1Although MANOVA would be the most appropriate analysis, this was not 
Possible due to the format of parent and teacher ratings in the original 
oo^ ta set, and a necessary transformation of the ratings which could 
produce only a single vector (ADULT) with three levels.
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Table 16
_Stunmary of Analysis of Variance on Adult Rater and Group for the 
Scholastic Competence Subscale
Source of variation SS
Model 48.03
Main effects
Adult 4.46
Group 41.78
Interaction 
Adult* group 1.78
Residual 93.80
Total 141.83
df MS F
5 9.60 31.95**
2 2.23 7.42**
1 41.78 138.98**
2 .89 2.98*
312 .30
317
*P < .05 
**£ < .0001
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Table 17
Summary of Analysis of Variance on Adult Rater and Group for the Social 
Acceptance Subscale
Source of variation SS df MS F11 ™ r~
Model 6.02 5 1.20 2.44*
Main effects
Adult 4.80 2 2.40 4.87**
Group .01 1 .01 .02
Interaction
Adult*group 1.20 2 .60 1.22
Residual
Total
154.08
160.10
312
317
.49
*P < .05 
**£ < .01
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Table 18
Summary of Analysis of Variance on Adult Rater and Group for the Physical 
Appearance Subscale
Source of variation SS df MS £
Model 15.13 5 3.02 14.16**
Main effects
Adult 12.98 2 6.49 30.38**
Group .03 1 .03 .18
Interaction
Adult*group 2.11 2 1.05 4.94*
Residual 66.70 312 .21
Total 81.83 317
*£ < .01 
**£. < .0001
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Table 19
Summary of Analysis of Variance on Adult Rater and Group for the
Behavioral Conduct !Subscale
Source of variation SS df MS F
Model :10.30 5 2.06 5.50**
Main effects
Adult 4.77 2 2.38 6.37*
Group 5.47 1 5.47 14.61*
Interaction
Adult*group .05 2 .02 .07
Residual 116.98 312
Total 127.28 317
*£ < .001 
**£ < .0001
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Table 20
Direction of Mean Differences for Adult Rater and Group on the Parent/ 
Teacher Rating Form Subscales
Direction of mean differences
Scale
Scholastic
Social
Appearance
Conduct
Adult
Mother<FSther 
Mother>Teacher 
Father>Teacher*
Mother>Father
Mother>Teacher*
Father>Teacher
Mother>Father 
Mother>Teacher 
Father>Teacher*
Mother<Father
Mother>Teacher*
Father>Teacher*
Group
Gifted Regular*
Gifted Regular
Gifted Regular
Gifted Regular1
Note. Group: Gifted = adults of gifted group, Regular = adults of
regular group.
< .05
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higher than the three adult ratings (M = 3.38) within the normally- 
achieving group.
The analyses investigating differences between mother/father/ 
teacher ratings, both within and between groups, revealed two significant 
ADULT by GROUP interaction effects, one on the Scholastic Competence 
subscale (see Table 16) and one on the Physical Appearance subscale (see 
Table 18). In order to analyze these significant interactions, an 
adaptation of Tukey's (HSD) procedure was employed (Horvath, 1985). As 
shown in Figure 1 for the Scholastic Competence subscale, the significant 
interaction can be explained by the finding that within the normally 
achieving regular group, mothers rated higher on the scale than teachers' 
and fathers' ratings were also higher than teachers', £  < .05, whereas 
no significant differences between the ratings of the three adult groups 
were indicated within the gifted group. Further analysis of this 
interaction showed that across the two overall subject groups, mothers 
°f the gifted group rated higher than mothers of the normally achieving 
group, £  < .05. Similar differences in the same direction were found 
between fathers of the gifted and fathers of the regular group, and 
between teachers of the gifted and teachers of the regular group, £  < .05.
As shown in Figure 2 for the Physical Appearance subscale, the 
significant interaction can be explained by the finding that within the 
gifted group, mothers' ratings were higher than teachers', ja < .05. 
Differences within the regular group were also indicated with both 
mother and father rating higher than teachers, £  < .05. Further 
^alysis revealed that across the two subject groups, fathers of the 
normally achieving group rated higher than fathers of the gifted group,
£  < .05. Also, teachers of the gifted group provided higher ratings on
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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Gifted
Regular
M F T
Adult
Mean scores on Scholastic Competence Subscale for 
mother (M), father (F), teacher (T) for each group.
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Gifted
Regular
0
M F T
Adult
Figure 2 . Mean scores on Physical Appearance Subscale for
mother (M), father (F), teacher (T) for each group.
I
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this subscale than teachers of the normally achieving group, £  < .05.
Effect of teacher demographics on ratings. A variety of demographic 
information was obtained from all teachers including sex, level of 
professional qualification (B.A. vs. M.A.), and prior years of teaching 
experience (less than 20 years or more than 20 years). Mean subscale 
scores of the Teacher Rating Form by teacher.demographics and.teacher 
group are presented in Table _21'. Several analyses were performed in 
order to determine if any of the demographic'variables had an-effect 
°n the' teacher ratings. For each analysis the dependent measures 
included the five self-concept' scores of the Teacher Rating 
Form. -
In investigating the effect of teacher sex on self-concept ratings a 
MANOVA with two levels of SEX and two levels of GROUP (gifted vs. regular 
teachers) was performed. Using Hotelling-Lawley trace, the MANOVA was 
significant for SEX (FC5,114D = 3.90, £  < .01) and for GROUP (FC5,1143 = 
8-93, £  < .001) but not for SEX x GROUP (FC5,1143 = 0.64, £  > .05). 
Subsequent univariate ANOVAs revealed significant SEX and GROUP effects 
for the Scholastic Competence subscale, and a significant SEX effect for 
the Physical Appearance subscale. Summaries for the ANOVAs are 
illustrated in Tables 22 and 23.
A Tukey Studentized Range (HSD) test for comparison of group means 
Suggested that on the Scholastic Competence subscale female teachers 
^ated significantly higher (M = 3.56) than male teachers (M = 2.93),
E. < .05, and that gifted teachers rated significantly higher (M = 3.77) 
than regular classroom teachers (M = 2.88) on this subscale, £  < .05. 
Comparison of group means on the Physical Appearance subscale revealed 
that female teachers rated higher (M = 3.52) than male teachers (M = 3.08),
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Table 21
Mean Scores for Subscales of the Teacher Rating Form by Teacher Demographics
Subscale
Teacher demographic Group n
Scholastic
M
Social
M
Athletic
M
Appearance
M
«
Conduct
M
Sex
Male 1 1 3.52 3.26 2.92 3.22 3.62
2 4 2.78 2.94 2.75 3.05 3.12
Female 1 4 3.81 3.16 2.98 3.48 3.47
2 3 3.03 3.16 2.82 3.60 3.34
Qualification
B.A. degree 1 2 3.92 3.28 3.19 3.69 3.65
2 5 2.98 3.10 2.80 3.41 3.29
M.A. degree 1 3 3.63 3.08 2.78 3.24 3.36
2 2 2.66 2.85 2.73 2.96 3.03
Experience
<20 years 1 3 3.71 3.35 3.02 3.58 3.59
2 5 2.81 3.01 2.80 3.09 3.13
>20 years 1 2 3.89 2.83 2.88 3.19 3.31
2 ... 2 ... 3.07.... . 3.07 2.71 3.71 3.41
Note. Group 1 = gifted teachers, Group 2 = regular class teachers. 101
Table 22
Summary of Analysis of Variance on Teacher Sex and Teacher
102
Group for the
Scholastic Competence Subscale
Source of variation SS df MS F
Model 25.39 3 8.46 29.03*
Main effects
Sex 11.23 1 11.23 38.54*
Group 14.14 1 14.14 48.52*
Interaction
Sex*group .01 1 .01 .03
Residual 34.40 118 .29
Total 59.79 121
*£ < .0001
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Table 23
Summary of Analysis of Variance on
103
Teacher Sex and Teacher Group for the
Physical Appearance Subscale
Source of variation SS df MS F
Model 5.91 3 1.97 7.02*
Main effects
Sex 5.48 1 5.48 19.51**
Group .02 1 .02 .08
Interaction
Sex*group .40 1 .40 1.46
Residual 33.14 118 .28
Total 39.06 121
*E < .001 
**£ < .0001
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£  < .05.
In order to investigate the effect of teacher qualification (B.A. 
vs. M.A.) on teacher ratings of self-concept, a MANOVA with two levels 
of teacher qualification (TQUAL) and two levels of GROUP was conducted.
The MANOVA, using Hotelling-Lawley trace, was significant for TQUAL 
(FC5,114)3= 4.69, £  < .001), and for GROUP (FC5,1143 = 17.70, £  < .001), 
but not for TQUAL x GROUP (££5,1143 = 0.50, £  > .05). Subsequent 
univariate ANOVAs are presented in Tables 24., 25, and .26, wheie 
significant GROUP effects were indicated on the Scholastic Competence and 
Behavioral Conduct subscales; and significant TQUAL and GROUP effects 
were revealed for the Physical Appearance subscale.
Comparison of group means (Tukey's HSD) for the Scholastic 
Competence subscale revealed results consistent with previous analyses 
where the gifted teachers rated higher (M = 3.77) than the regular 
classroom teachers (M = 2.88), £  < .05. Ratings provided by gifted 
teachers were also higher (M = 3.49) than regular classroom teachers 
CM = 3.21) on the Behavioral Conduct subscale, £  < .05. On the Physical 
Appearance subscale teachers with B.A.s were found to rate higher (M = 
3*52) than teachers with M.A.s (M = 3.14), £  < .05, but significant 
differences between the groups, £  > .05, were not found by the Tukey 
Procedure for this subscale.
The effect of teacher experience (< 20 years or >20 years) on ■* ■ 
teacher ratings of self-concept was investigated by conducting a MANOVA 
with two levels of teacher experience (TEXP) and two levels of group. The 
MANOVA was significant for TEXP (FC5,1143 = 2.45, £  < .05), GROUP 
CF£5,1143 = 16.60, £  < .001), and for the TEXP x GROUP interaction 
C£C5,114D = 7.09, £  < .001). Subsequent univariate ANOVAs revealed a
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Table 24
Summary of Analysis of Variance on Teacher Qualifications and Teacher
Group for the-Scholastic Competence Subscale
Source of variation SS df MS _F
Model 26.40 3 8.80 31.09*
Main effects
TQUAL .11 1 .11 .41
Group 26.27 1 26.27 92.85*
Interaction
TQUAL*GROUP .01 1 .01 .86
Residual 33.39 118 .28
Total 59.79 121
*£ < .0001
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Table 25
Summary of Analysis of Variance on Teacher Qualifications and Teacher
Group for the Physical Appearance Subscale
..................- .................
Source of variation SS df MS F
Model 6.53 3 2.17 7.90**
Main effects
TQUAL 4.27 1 15.50 15.50**
GROUP 2.26 1 2.26 8.21*
Interaction
TQUAL*GROUP .00 1 .00 .00
Residual 32.52 118 .27
Total 39.06 121
*£ < .01 
**£_ < .0001
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Table 26
Summary of Analysis of Variance on Teacher Qualifications and Teacher
Group for the- Behavioral Conduct Subscale
Source of variation SS df MS F
Model 4.40 3 1.46 3.00*
Main effects
TQUAL .97 1 .97 1.98
Group 3.43 1 3.43 7.01**
Interaction
TQUAL*GROUP • o o 1
oo
• .01
Residual 57.73 118 .48
Total 62.13 121
*£ < .05 
**£ < .01
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significant TEXP and GROUP effect for the Scholastic Competence subscale 
a significant TEXP x GROUP interaction effect for the Social Acceptance 
subscale and Physical Appearance subscale; and a significant GROUP and 
TEXP x GROUP interaction for the Behavioral Conduct subscale. Hie ANOVA 
analyses summaries are presented in Tables 27, 28, 29, and 30.
Tukey's HSD test for comparison of group means showed the following 
results: on the Scholastic Competence subscale teachers with >20 years
experience rated higher (M = 3.51) than teachers with <20 years of 
experience (M = 3.24), j> < .05, and gifted teachers rated higher (M = 
3.77) than regular teachers (M = 2.88), ]3 < .05; on the Behavioral 
Conduct subscale gifted teachers rated significantly higher (M = 3.49) 
than regular teachers CM = 3.21), £  < .05.
Three significant TEXP by GROUP interactions were indicated in the 
univariate analyses, one for each of the .Social Acceptance, Physical 
Appearance and Behavioral Conduct subscales. In analyzing the 
significant interactions an adaptation of Tukey's (USD) test (Horvath, 
1985) was conducted.
As shown in Figure 3, the significant interaction for the Social 
Acceptance subscale can be explained by the findings that within the 
Sifted group, those teachers with less experience (<20 years) rated 
higher than those teachers with more experience (>20 years), £  < .05, 
and between the gifted and regular teacher groups, gifted teachers with 
less experience rated higher than regular teachers with less experience, 
t  < .05.
Analysis of the significant interaction for the Physical Appearance 
subscale, as shown in Figure 4, revealed that within the gifted group 
teachers with less experience rated higher than teachers with more
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 27
Summary of Analysis of Variance on Teacher Experience and Teacher Grou|>
for the Scholastic Competence Subscale
Source of variation SS
Model 25.12
Main effects
TEXP 1.90
Group 23.17
Interaction
TEXP*GROUP .04
Residual 34.67
Total 59.79
*£ < .01 
**£ < .0001
df MS F
3 8.37 28.50**
1 1.90 6.50*
1 23.17 78.86**
1 .04 .14
118
121
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Table 28
for the Social Acceptance Subscale
Source of variation SS df MS F1 —
Model 4.36 3 1.45 2.45
Main effects
TEXP 1.39 1 1.39 2.36
Group .74 1 .74 1.25
Interaction
TEXP*group 
Residual 
Total
2.22
69.97
74.33
1
118
121
2.22 3.76*
*£. < .05
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Table 29
Summary of Analysis of Variance on Teacher Experience and Teacher Group
for the Physical Appearance Subscale
Source of variation 
Model
Main effects 
TEXP 
Group
Interaction 
TEXP* group
Residual
Total
*£. < .0001
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
SS df MS F
7.80 3 2.60 9.82*
.25 1 .25 .97
.83 1 .83 3.17
6.70 1 6.70 25.33*
31.25 118
39.06 121
112
Table 30
Summary of Analysis of Variance on Teacher Experience and Teacher Group
Tor the Behavioral Conduct Subscale
Source of Variation SS
Model 4.43
Main Effects
TEXP .00
Group 2.40
Interaction
TEXP*group 2.03
Residual 57.70
Total 62.13
df MS F
3 1.47 3.02*
1 .00 .00
1 2.40 4.91*
1 2.03 4.15*
118 .48
121
*£ < .05
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Figure 3. Mean scores on the Social Acceptance Subscale for 
teachers with less experience (<20 years) and more 
experience (>20 years) for each teacher giroup.
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Figure 4 . Mean scores on the Physical Appearance Subscale for 
teachers with less experience (<20 years) and more 
experience (>20 years) for each teacher group.
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experience, -whereas within the regular group the opposite pattern 
prevailed, as teachers with more e^qjerience rated higher than teachers 
with less experience, £  < .05. Further analyses revealed a set of 
variations in teacher group within levels of experience conditions: 
gifted teachers with less experience rated higher than regular teachers 
with less experience, £  < .05, and regular teachers with more experience 
vated higher than gifted teachers with more experience, £  < .05.
Finally, Figure 5 illustrates the interaction on the Behavioral 
Conduct subscale where analysis revealed that this interaction is 
Primarily due to the fact that gifted teachers with less experience 
rated higher than regular teachers with less experience.
In summarizing the analyses of the effects of teacher demographics 
°n teacher ratings, consistent effects for the teacher group variable 
Were indicated on the Scholastic Competence and Behavioral Conduct 
subscales, where gifted teachers consistently provided higher ratings 
than regular teachers. The effect of teacher sex on ratings was 
significant for two subscales, specifically, Scholastic Competence and 
Physical Appearance, with female teachers rating higher on both subscales. 
^eacher qualifications were found to be significant only on the Physical 
Appearance subscale, where teachers with B.A. degrees provided higher 
Ratings than teachers with M.A. degrees. Finally, for teacher 
experience, significant main effects were found on the Scholastic 
Competence subscale, however, main effects for teacher ratings on the 
Social Acceptance, Physical Appearance, and Behavioral Conduct subscales 
Were mitigated by a number of interactions between level of teacher 
exPerience and membership in the particular teacher group (gifted vs. 
Aguiar) .
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Figure 5 . Mean scores on the Behavioral Conduct Subscale for 
teachers with less experience (<20 years) and more 
experience (>20 years) for each teacher group.
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Hypothesis 5--Perceptions of support and self-concept. The fifth 
hypothesis concerned the relationship between gifted subjects' 
perceptions of parents' and teachers' support/positive regard, and their 
global self worth. It was predicted that higher scores on the Parent and 
Teacher subscales of the Social Support Scale for Children would be 
associated with higher scores on the Global Self Worth subscale of the 
Self-Perception Profile for Children.
Preliminary analyses. In order to test for sex and group 
differences on subscales of the Social Support Scale for Children, a 
two-way MANOVA with two levels of SEX and two levels of GROUP (gifted vs. 
regular class) was performed. The dependent variables included scores 
on the four subscales of the Social Support Scale for Children. Although 
the present investigator was primarily interested in the Parent and 
Teacher subscales, the Classmate and Friend subscales were also 
included in the analyses. The MANOVA using Hotelling-Lawley trace was 
significant for SEX (FC4,115D = 3.00, £  <.05), but not for GROUP 
(££4,1151) = 2.14, £  > .05), or SEX x GROUP (££4,11511 = 1.50, £  < .05). 
Subsequent univariate ANOVAs revealed a significant effect for SEX on 
only the Friend subscale. A summary of this analysis is presented in 
Table 31. Comparison of group means on the Friend subscale, using 
Tukey's (HSD) test, revealed that females scored higher (M = 3.73) than 
males (M = 3.28).
In order to test the fifth hypothesis a Pearson's product moment 
correlation analysis was conducted, with the mean of the gifted subjects' 
scores on each of the four Social Support subscales (Parent, Teacher, 
Classmate, Friend), and their scores on the Global Self Worth subscale 
°f the Self-Percept ion Profile as the variables. A similar analysis was
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
Table 31
.Summary of Analysis of Variance on Sex and Group for the Social Support 
Scale for Chi-ldren-Friend Subscale
Source of variation SS df MS F
Model 5.98 3 1.99 4.07
Main effects
Sex 4.94 1 4.94 10.09*
Group .33 1 .33 .69
Interaction
Sex*group .70 1 .70 1.44
Residual 57.75 118 .48
Total 63.74 121
*£ < .001
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conducted for the regular classroom children. A summary of the 
correlational analysis is presented for the gifted subjects (Table 32) 
and for the regular classroom subjects (Table 33).
For the gifted group, significant positive correlations were 
obtained between all four subscales of the Social Support Scale and 
Global Self Worth, £  < .01. The highest correlation was obtained for the 
Parent subscale, followed by the Close Friend, Classmate and Teacher 
subscales in decreasing order of magnitude.
For the normally achieving regular classroom children significant 
positive correlations were obtained between three subscales of the Social 
Support Scale and Global Self Worth, including the Parent, £  < .05, 
Classmate, £  < .01, and Close Friend subscales, £  < .01. The correlation 
with the Teacher subscale was not significant, £  > .05. The highest 
correlation was obtained for the Classmate subscale, followed by the 
Close Friend and Parent subscales, respectively.
Supplementary analysis for Hypothesis 5 - Grade effects. In order 
to determine whether there were systematic grade effects for the gifted 
and normally achieving groups on the four Social Support subscales, a 
two-way MANOVA with five levels of GRADE and two levels of GROUP was 
conducted. The dependent measures included the four subscales of the 
Social Support Scale for Children. Using Hotelling-Lawley trace, the 
MAN0VA was significant for the GRADE x GROUP interaction (FC16,430D = 
1*75, £  < .05) with no significance indicated for the main effects 
GRADE (FC16,4303 = 1.01, £  > .05), or GROUP 014,1091] = 2.17, £  > .05). 
Subsequent univariate ANOVAs, summarized in Tables 34 and 35, revealed a 
significant GRADE x GROUP interaction on both the Parent and Teacher 
subscales, £  < .05.
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Table 32
Correlations of Global-Self Worth Subscale with Social Support for 
Children Subscales for the Gifted Sample
Scale 2 3 4 5
1. Self-worth .48*** .38*** .35** .44***
2. Parent - .40*** .47*** .55***
3. Classmate - .21* .45***
4. Teacher - .30**
5. Friend -
*£ < .05 
* * £  < .01 
* * * £ ■ <  .001
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Table 33
Correlations of Global Self-Worth Subscale with Social Support for 
Children Subscales for the Regular Sample
Scale 2 3 4 5
1. Self-worth .24* .54*** .10 .45***
2. Parent - .19 .27** .13
3. Classmate - .11 .60***
4. Teacher 
3. Friend
.17
*£ < .05 
**£ < .01 
***£ < .001
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Table 34
_Sunnnary of Analysis of Variance on Grade and Group for the Social Support 
Scale for Children-Parent Subscale
Source of variation SS df MS F
Model 4.00 9 .44 2.14*
Main effects
Grade 1.39 4 .34 1.68
Group .28 1 .28 1.37
Interaction
Grade*group 2.31 4 .57 2.78*
Residual 23.31 112 .20
Total 27.32 121
*£ < .05
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Table 35
Summary of Analysis of Variance on Grade and Group for the Social 
Support Scale for Children-Teacher Subscale
Source of variation SS df MS F
Model 6.12 9
00vO• 2.01*
Main effects
Grade 1.53 4 .38 1.14
Group 1.00 1 1.00 2.99
Interaction
Grade*group 3.57 4
CTl00• 2.64*
Residual 37.86 112 .33
Total 43.98 121
*2. < .05
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In analyzing the two significant interaction effects, an adaptation 
of Tukey's (HSD) test was employed (Horvath, 1985). As illustrated in 
Figure 6, the-significant interaction on the Parent subscale can be 
explained by the findings that gifted grade eights scored significantly 
higher than regular classroom grade eights, who scored lower than 
regular classroom grade fives and regular classroom grade fours, jd < .05.
No other grade or group differences were observed.
Figure 7 illustrates the significant interaction obtained on the 
Teacher subscale. Analyses revealed that this interaction may be 
explained by the findings that regular classroom grade fours scored 
higher than gifted grade fours and regular grade sixes, ]3 < .05.
Hypothesis 6— Perceived regard vs. actual ratings. The sixth 
hypothesis predicted that the relationship between gifted subjects’ 
perceptions of their parents'/teachers' support/regard and their own 
self-regard (global self-worth), would be stronger than the relationship 
between parents' and teachers' actual evaluations of gifted children's 
competency and the children's own self-evaluations. In order to test
this hypothesis, comparisons were made between the mean of the
correlations obtained from the analysis in Hypothesis 4 (i.e., between 
parent/teacher ratings and children's self-ratings), and the correlations 
obtained from the analyses in Hypothesis 5 (i.e., between children's 
scores on the Parent and Teacher subscales of the Social Support Scale 
3od their scores on the Global Self Worth subscale). Similar comparisons 
were performed for the normally achieving regular classroom group.
The following coefficients were obtained for the gifted sample: 
children's self ratings and mother ratings on the five self-concept 
domains, range of r = .19-.67, M = .38; correlations between child-
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father ratings, range of r = .11-.54, M = .32; correlations between 
child-teacher ratings, range of ir = .06-.56, M = .28. The correlations 
obtained for the regular classroom group were as follows: child-mother
ratings, range of r = .16-.54, M = .42; child-father ratings, range of 
r = .07-.56, M = .42; child-teacher ratings, range of r = .08-.71, M = 
.47.
In accord with expectations, correlations between gifted children’s 
perceptions of parent and teacher support and Global Self Worth are 
relatively higher than correlations between the gifted children's 
actual self-concept ratings and those obtained from their mothers, 
fathers and teachers. (See Table 36.) A somewhat different pattern of 
results prevails for the normally achieving regular classroom children. 
For this group correlations between children’s perceptions of parent and 
teacher support and Global Self Worth are relatively lower than 
correlations between the children's actual self-concept ratings and those 
obtained from their mothers, fathers and teachers. A large difference 
in magnitude of the correlation coefficients is particularly evident 
when the relationship between children's actual ratings and teachers' 
actual ratings (r = .47) is compared with the relationship between 
children's perceptions of teacher support (Teacher subscale) and Global 
Self Worth (r = .10).
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Table 36
Comparison of Mean Correlations Between Actual Ratings of Self-Concept
with Correlations Between Perceived Support and Global Self-Worth
Group
Source of correlation Gifted Regular
Actual ratings
Child with mother .38 .42
Child with father .32 .42
Child with teacher .28 .47
Perceived support
Parent scale with Global Self-Worth .48 .24
Teacher scale with Global Self-Worth .35 .10
Note. Correlations reported for Actual Ratings constitute the mean
correlation of the five obtained in the original actual rating
analysis.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
The major purpose of the study was to investigate the self-concept 
of high achieving gifted children from a multidimensional perspective, 
with examination of factors in the social environment that might 
influence the gifted children's evaluations of themselves. The Self- 
Perception Profile for Children (Harter, 1985b), a multidimensional 
measure of self-concept, was employed to investigate differences in 
self-perceptions between a group of elementary school children 
identified as high achieving gifted and a group of normally achieving 
Peers in regular classrooms. The influence of two social factors on the 
children's self-perceptions was examined. Drawing from Festinger's 
(1954) social comparison theory, the influence of the social comparison 
group on children's self-evaluations was investigated. A second area of 
inquiry, based on the theory of reflected appraisals (Cooley, 1909), 
examined the influence of parents' and teachers' perceptions on 
children's self-concept.
The picture of high achieving gifted children which emerges from 
the present study is a positive one. In terms of self-concept 
functioning, the results suggested that the gifted group held generally 
Positive perceptions of self across the six domains of the Self- 
Perception Profile for Children but were best distinguished from the 
regular classroom children by more positive perceptions of ability or 
competence within the realm of academic performance (Scholastic 
Competence subscale). Although significant differences in favour of the
129
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gifted group on the Behavioral Conduct and Global Self-Worth subscales 
suggested that they also perceived themselves as more competent 
behaviourally and generally liked themselves better, these differences 
were less powerful discriminators relative to perceptions of ability in 
the area of scholastic performance. In other components of self-concept 
functioning the results suggested that the gifted and regular classroom 
groups were generally equivalent in their perceptions of ability in the 
athletic domain, satisfaction with physical characteristics, and 
perceptions of popularity.
The findings from the present study were largely in agreement with 
published research within the multidimensional perspective reporting 
generally positive self-concept functioning for high achieving gifted 
groups (e.g., Brauch Lehman & Erdwins, 1981; Coleman 5 Fults, 1983;
Kelly § Colangelo, 1984; Tidwell, 1980) and more favourable perceptions 
of academic ability in comparison to a large variety of less able age 
mates and grade mates (e.g., Bracken, 1980; Brown 5 Karnes, 1982; 
Colangelo 5 Pfleger, 1980; Kelly § Colangelo, 1984; Ross § Parker, 1980; 
Winne, Woodlands 5 Wong, 1982) . In light of previous research and the 
results of the present study, it appears that high achieving gifted 
children constitute a fairly homogeneous group ihi terms of academic, 
self-concept functioning. Such homogeneity, particularly in the present 
study, is not surprising considering the gifted children’s history of 
success in the academic environment, involvement in an identification 
process emphasizing superior academic ability, and enrollment in a 
special programme on the basis of such ability. In effect, these 
children have developed self-perceptions which are highly consistent 
with reality.
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Outside of the academic component of self-concept, consistent 
distinguishing features based on other self-concept components have not 
been reported.for high achieving gifted children. Despite attempts of the 
present investigator to consider some of the methodological differences 
noted in previous studies, new conclusive evidence for other self-concept 
components was not forthcoming outside of the general indication of 
positive perceptions. Thus, the present results and previous research 
suggest that it may be beneficial for future researchers to consider the 
high achieving gifted as homogeneous, primarily in terms of academic 
self-concept functioning and more heterogeneous with respect to other 
self-concept components. More valuable insights may be gleaned from 
further exploration of factors contributing to such heterogeneity, 
rather than continued attenpts to delineate homogeneous self-concept 
characteristics. In investigating the unique differences in self- 
concept functioning among this group of gifted children, the employment 
of multidimensional measurement approaches is highly recommended.
Indeed, the results of the present study suggested that high achieving 
gifted children's evaluations of self were separate and not generalized 
from one life domain to another. Evaluations of physical or athletic 
self, for example, did not appear to be dependent on evaluations of 
academic ability, further supporting the desirability of multidimensional 
measurement strategies.
The generally positive self-concept functioning found among the 
gifted children in the present study raises an important implication for 
curriculum content of programmes designed for this, group of children,..
One might easily be tempted to conclude that given such positive self- 
concept functioning, no special efforts are required to enhance the
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social and emotional development of this group. However, adoption of 
what some authors (e.g., Woodliffe, 1977) have described as the popular 
myth that 'the gifted will get along anyway1 would be a gross disservice 
to the emotional needs of these youngsters. Most authors in the field 
agree that self-concept is relatively stable, but there is evidence from 
several researchers (e.g., Austin § Draper, 1981; Karamessins, 1980) 
that certain components of gifted students' self-concept (e.g., social 
self-concept) showed a decline during the high school years from 
previously higher levels exhibited during elementary school. Thus, the 
positive findings of the present study do not preclude the desirability 
of offering a curriculum to high achieving gifted students (and certainly 
regular classroom students) which includes affective learning as an 
important goal. Indeed, most current curriculum models for education of 
the gifted (e.g., Feldhusen 6 Kolloff, 1981; Williams, 1970, 1982; 
Renzulli, 1977) include self-concept development and maintenance as a 
vital concern.
In the present research, direct examination of the social comparison 
group employed by the high achieving gifted subjects when making 
appraisals of their competence/ability on each of the six Self- 
Perception Profile subscales, revealed that extremely few subjects 
employed their gifted peers as the reference group. This finding 
questions previous research (e.g., Coleman $ Fults, 1982, 1983), where 
the assumption was made that gifted subjects participating in one-day 
Per week pullout programs employed gifted peers as the reference group, 
with resulting lower self-concept scores. On the basis of their 
findings, Coleman and Fults (1983) cautioned Educators that segregating 
elementary school gifted children into special classes, even partially,
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might result in lower self-concept evaluations for some children. Other 
authors (e.g., Davis § Rimm, 1985) have noted that many knowledgeable 
educators oppose the pullout method of programming.
The results of the present study offer more hopeful implications 
for educators and parents considering pullout strategies for high 
achieving gifted children. Although a comparison group of gifted 
children in a homogeneous self-contained setting was not employed, given 
that the high achieving gifted children's reference group in the present 
study constitutes the regular classroom children, and the general 
finding of positive self-concept scores across the six life domains, 
there was certainly little evidence that the one-day per week pullout 
program had an undesirable effect on self-concept functioning. In 
addition, the gifted group did not appear to perceive themselves as more 
socially isolated or less popular than regular classroom children, 
providing challenging evidence to some authors' (e.g., Elman 8 Elman, 
1983) criticism that pullout programs can be 'detrimental to .student 
social relationships. The findings of the present study lend support to 
previous research indicating that more heterogeneous (pullout) settings 
did not lead to lower self-concept scores among a variety of gifted 
sanples (Harty, Adkins 8 Hungate, 1984; Kolloff 8 Feldhusen, 1984;
Maddux et al., 1982).
Hie reference group findings in the present research raise 
implications for social comparison theory (Festinger, 1954). The theory 
suggests that gifted children residing in a more homogeneous environment, 
where the capabilities of all individuals are roughly comparable, would 
utilize their gifted peers as the reference group, since those 
individuals would be judged as most similar. Gifted children in the
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present study were found almost exclusively to be comparing themselves 
to regular classroom children. The influence of social context may be 
an important factor to consider in the interpretation of the present 
results. Specifically, gifted children in the present study spent the 
majority of their week in a more heterogeneous regular classroom 
setting, residing in a more homogeneous environment with other gifted 
peers for only one day per week. This, it would seem likely that the 
children judged themselves with reference to the group with whom they 
interact most frequently (i.e., regular classroom children). In 
addition to similarity and frequency variables, some authors (e.g.,
Morse 5 Gergen, 1982) have suggested that other factors may mitigate the 
impact of the comparison process on self-conception. Such factors 
include the personality of the individual where persons whose conceptions 
of self are highly consistent may be less susceptible to the effects of 
social comparison, and the utility of the comparison for the individual. 
Conclusions regarding the influence of the heterogeneous environment on 
the reference group employed by the gifted children in the present study 
cannot be made as no comparison group of gifted children in a 
homogeneous self-contained setting was employed. It would be useful to 
directly investigate this question and the impact of other factors on 
the conparison process in future studies. In general, the results of 
the present research strongly svpport the recommendation made by Harter 
(1985b) that one obtain direct information on the particular reference 
group when investigating self-concept among special populations.
Few researchers have examined the influence of parents’ and teachers' 
Perceptions on high achieving gifted children's self-concepts. The 
Results of the present research for the total sample suggested that
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children's perceptions across most of the five self-concept domains were 
positively related to their parents' and teachers' perceptions, lending 
support to the theory of reflected appraisals (Cooley, 1909; James,
1892; Mead, 1934) that children learn to see themselves as significant 
others in their environment see them. Further applicability of this 
notion was suggested by the finding that differences in perceptions 
between the adults of the gifted and regular classroom groups mirrored 
the distinctions found in the children's self-perceptions. Similar to 
the gifted children, parents and teachers of this group held more 
positive perceptions of the children's abilities within the academic and 
behavioral realms in comparison to their regular classroom counterparts. 
On the basis of the theory of reflected appraisals, one would interpret 
such congruency between adults' and gifted children's perceptions as an 
indication that parents and teachers appear to exert a very positive 
influence on the self-concept of high achieving gifted children, 
particularly with regard to evaluations of academic ability and 
behavioural competency.
The general finding that parents of the high achieving gifted 
children positively acknowledged their youngsters' abilities and 
competencies is most encouraging, particularly in light of reports by 
some authors (e.g., Dettman 5 Colangelo, 1980) that parents of the 
gifted may often ignore or disbelieve their child's gifts and talents. 
As the present study was limited to an examination of perceptions held 
by parents of high achieving gifted, it would be useful to examine 
parental perceptions among Other groups of gifted children, such as 
gifted underachievers or the exceptionally gifted.
Outside of the findings of general congruency in perceptions,
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perceptions of physical appearance constituted one area where little 
agreement was found between children’s and adults' evaluations. In both 
the gifted and regular classroom groups, the adults' perceptions were 
more positive. Although there was no evidence of particularly low self- 
concept for children in the physical domain, the finding might be 
reflective of a tendency, described by Elkind (1978 ), typical of 
children of this age range to exhibit more self-consciousness ;and selfT 
critical behaviour in terms of physical appearance. Another possibility 
is that parents and teachers may be particularly susceptible to effects 
of social desirability when providing ratings in the physical domain.
The present study did not explore peer ratings; however, the relationship 
between children's perceptions of physical self and perceptions of them 
held by peers would be an interesting area for future exploration. One 
might speculate that given the increasing impact of the peer group 
through the upper elementary school years, perceptions of peers in the 
physical domain may be more related to children's own evaluations than 
the perceptions held by significant adults.
A rather intriguing result was the finding of little agreement in 
perceptions of ability within the academic realm between gifted subjects 
and their fathers. Fathers' evaluations were slightly more enhancing, 
raising interesting questions regarding the possibility of higher 
expectations held by the fathers and the potential impact of such 
expectations on the gifted children's academic achievement. An 
interesting area for future research might involve an exploration of the 
relationship between parental expectations, self-concept and achievement 
of high achieving gifted children, with some examination of same sex and 
cross-sex parent-child comparisons.
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The notion that we see ourselves as others see us cannot literally 
be true since different people see us differently. Hence, an additional 
area of inquiry in the present study examined differences in adults1 
perceptions of the children's competencies. Overall, the results 
suggested for both gifted and regular classroom groups, relatively high 
congruence among the adults in their ratings across the self-concept 
domains. Differences that occurred were primarily between the parent 
and teacher groups, with parents' perceptions relatively more enhancing 
in such areas as behavioural competency, physical attractiveness and 
social popularity.
In light of the present results, what are the implications of such 
consensus or disagreement among adults for high achieving gifted 
children’s self-attitudes? Some researchers (e.g., Backman, Secord 6 
Pierce, 1982) have demonstrated that it is much more difficult to change 
one's self-attitude if one believes that significant others agree in 
their judgements of what one is like than if they disagree. Thus, the 
impact of reflected appraisals on the self-concept of gifted children 
might hinge in part on the assumed consensus among parents and teachers. 
Although the present study examined actual consensus among these 
significant adults, some interesting speculations can be made. Firstly, 
higher consensus among adults in their perceptions of the gifted 
children's abilities within the academic and athletic domains might 
Suggest that the gifted children would continue over time to perceive 
themselves as being quite competent academically and slightly less 
competent in terms of athletic abilities. However, in the areas of 
social popularity, behavioural competency, and physical appearance where 
adult perceptions were less congruent, one might speculate that the
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gifted children's self-perceptions are subject to greater variability 
over time. The greater possibility of changes in self-perceptions in 
these latter areas would serve to highlight the need for continued 
provision of affective curriculums which serve to enhance and maintain 
positive self-concept functioning. In any case, future research might 
address the self-concept functioning of high achieving gifted children 
over time through the employment of more longitudinal research designs..
Consensus among adults' perceptions, particularly parents, in those 
areas which are congruent with gifted children's self-perceptions, might 
generate feelings of support. Some authors (e.g., Backman,--Secord fi 
Pierce, 1982) have suggested that we selectively evaluate others, 
depending upon their attitudes towards us, liking those best who display 
attitudes which are congruent with our own notions of self. Thus, one 
might speculate that gifted children in the present research feel 
supported by their parents in light of the high consensus between parent 
perceptions and their general congruency with the children's self- 
evaluations. Indeed, support for this notion can be found in the gifted 
children's responses on the Social Support Scale for Children. Of the 
four sources of social support, the highest mean score was obtained on 
the Parent subscale, suggesting that the gifted children perceived their 
parents as most supportive relative to other sources. Furthermore, if 
the degree of relationship between sources of social support and one's 
global sense of worth can be interpreted as a measure of inpact of 
others' evaluations on children's self-evaluations, then the results of 
the present study suggest that for the high achieving gifted children 
perceived parental evaluations had the greatest impact.
On the basis of the present research, it appears in general that
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the impact of reflected appraisals on high achieving gifted children's 
self-concept is a complex process which may be influenced by a variety 
of mitigating-factors including actual and/or assumed consensus among 
significant others' perceptions, congruency between children's self­
perceptions and those of significant others, and children's perceptions 
of support from significant others. In the midst of such complexity, it 
seems clear that parents exert a significant influence on self-concept 
functioning in high achieving gifted children. In their attempts to 
provide programs and experiences which will serve to enhance self- 
concept functioning among this group of children, educators and teachers 
might consider parents as a vital component with emphasis on the sharing 
of resources and information. Such communication between .parents and 
teachers would seem to be particularly desirable in light of findings in 
the present research suggesting that perceptions of the children among 
these two groups of adults were not always congruent. Aside from these 
differences possibly reflecting effects of social desirability or 
differing social and environmental contexts, it may be that parents and 
teachers hold very different expectations. Increased involvement 
between parents and teachers may facilitate greater congruency in 
expectations (and perhaps perceptions), while at the same time reducing 
a potential source of frustration for gifted youngsters.
As a variety of teachers served as raters in the present study, a 
subsidiary analysis examined the effects of several teacher demographic 
Variables (sex, group, qualifications, experience) on perceptions of the 
children’s competencies across the five life domains. Of the four 
demographic variables examined, the most striking result involved the 
level of experience variable (less than 20 years vs. more than 20
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years); however, in most cases this variable was not independent of the 
particular group in which teachers resided (gifted vs. regular class). 
Quite consistently, gifted teachers with less e3q>erience were found to 
provide higher evaluations of the children’s popularity, physical 
characteristics, and behavioral competence in comparison to other 
teachers, regardless of experience level or group. Although the small 
number of teachers in this group precludes formulation of definite 
conclusions, an interesting hypothesis to entertain is that these 
teachers may constitute a highly positive group having recently entered 
into an exciting area of education with attitudes and expectations that 
may differ from teachers who have spent greater time in the educational 
field and/or have resided primarily in regular classrooms. The findings 
of the present research are interesting in light of a previous study 
conducted by Bishop (1975) which examined selected characteristics of 
high school teachers who were identified as effective and successful by 
high achieving gifted high school students. Among the characteristics 
differentiating these teachers from others not so identified was the 
finding that effective teachers displayed more favourable attitudes 
towards students than other teachers. The author suggested that the 
effective teachers of the gifted tended to be more student-centered in 
their teaching approach, taking a personal interest in their students 
with greater sensitivity to students' motives and behaviours.
Given that the teacher is most often the key to effective learning, 
further research seems necessary in identifying factors of effective 
teachers of the gifted which may serve as guides in education and proper 
selection decisions. Bishop (1975) has identified some factors worthy 
°f further investigation including level of experience, achievement
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level, intelligence level, professional attitudes and educational 
viewpoints, and role perception.
Two further results of the present study deserve comment. A 
surprising finding was that perceived evaluations of teachers* were 
virtually unrelated to the regular classroom children's general 
evaluations of self. Normative data CHarter, 1986) reveals that the 
relationship for perceived teacher support with global self-worth was 
lowest of all sources of social support for elementary and middle school 
samples; however, significant correlations were obtained. Rosenberg 
C1973) has suggested that mitigating variables such as valuation and 
credibility of the significant other may modify the relationship between 
perceived evaluations of others and self-concept. Exploration of these 
variables in the present study may have provided some insight into the 
absence of relationship with perceived teacher evaluations. An equally 
viable area for further research is that children's-self-evaluations may 
influence what they perceive teachers' (or parents') evaluations to be.
The present study also explored the notion that the relationship 
between perceptions of others' evaluations and children's self-concept 
should be stronger than the relationship between significant others' 
actual evaluations and children's self-concept. Support for this notion 
was found only for the gifted group. In the regular classroom group, 
self-concept (in this case, global self-worth) was more related to 
actual ratings of the adult groups. This finding is a curious one, 
given the notion set forth by the theory of reflected appraisals that 
perception of others' evaluation is the crucial process. As mentioned 
earlier, mitigating factors may have lowered the relationships between 
perceived support and global evaluations of self for the regular
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classroom group.
Methodological Limitations
In addition to those mentioned in earlier sections, several 
methodological limitations in the design of the present study warrant 
consideration in interpretation of the results. Gifted subjects were 
designated as high achieving and were within a relatively limited WISC-R 
Full Scale IQ range, with a mean Full Scale IQ score only slightly above 
the selection criterion cutoff of 130. Gifted children outside of this 
range or with lower achievement levels may exhibit different self- 
concept functioning. Thus, caution should be exercised in the 
generalization of the present study's results to children who are outside 
of the IQ range and achievement level that was employed.
Due to the research policy of the participating school board in the 
present study, measures of ability and achievement (e.g., grade point 
average) for regular classroom children were based on teacher estimates. 
There was some suggestion that approximately half of the sample was 
slightly higher in grade point average than might be expected for 
children with average ability levels. As a result, self-concept scores 
may have been slightly inflated for this group overall, resulting in 
some overlap with the gifted group. To ensure more reliable delineation 
of regular classroom sample parameters, it is highly recommended that 
achievement and ability measures be administered to subjects whenever 
possible.
A limited sample size was employed in the present study, placing 
restrictions on representation of gender, grade level, and adult 
evaluations (particularly fathers'). Caution in the generalizability of 
findings is thus warranted.
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
143
Children selected as subjects attended schools located throughout 
the school district representing a variety of ethnic backgrounds and 
socioeconomic levels, particularly for the regular classroom subjects.
The effects of these demographic variables on self-concept functioning 
were not directly examined, with the exception of parental education, 
and may have been a source of variation.
In the present study there was some indication of multimethod 
validity for the self-concept results of children by the parent and 
teacher evaluations which were based on actual behaviour. However, 
additional measures of self-concept which provide alternative methods to 
the self-report style (e.g., projective measures such as the Rorschach) 
might be considered in future research.
One final limitation involved the methodological procedure utilized 
when obtaining information on the reference group employed by the 
children. No restrictions were placed on the number of different 
comparison groups potentially generated. Although the method provided 
interesting information qualitatively, it is recommended that future 
research in this area might impose restrictions on the number of reference 
group choices available to children. Such restrictions would provide more 
adequate frequencies for statistical analysis and more importantly, may 
generate a clearer picture.
Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research
As success is highly dependent on one's feelings about oneself, a 
positive self-concept should be a priority for all children. Educators 
have come to recognize that this is a particularly important goal for 
gifted children as they have the potential to make significant 
contributions to society and to their own personal development.
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Researchers investigating self-concept among this group of children have 
the responsibility of providing reliable information which serves more 
than the mere enhancement of our theoretical understanding, but generates 
useful strategies and implications for those involved in the process of 
guiding the gifted.
The present research suggests, at least for achieving gifted 
children, that the continued search for homogeneous, distinguishing self- 
concept characteristics beyond the realm of academic self-concept may not 
be the most desirable direction to pursue. An ultimately more viable, 
but perhaps presently less charted path, would seem to involve the 
further exploration of processes underlying self-concept formation in 
this group of children, as well as examination of social factors that 
bear some influence on their evaluations of self. This latter direction 
may be more fruitful in satisfying both the need for increased theoretical 
understanding and practical intervention.
The present research suggested that both high achieving gifted 
children and the significant adults in their environment were well aware 
of the ability level of this group and displayed perceptions consistent 
with this awareness. Some authors (e.g., Rosenberg, 1965) have suggested 
that if we are to understand what difference a particular self-concept 
component makes for one's overall feelings of worth, we must know more 
than how one simply evaluates oneself in that regard. Specifically, we 
need to know how much importance one attaches to it. The present research 
did not explore the importance or salience of the academic domain to the 
children. Theoretical formulations of James (1892) and empirical 
investigations of Harter (1985a, 1985b) have also suggested that the 
degree to which one is successful in life domains deemed important may be 
a critical antecedent of one's feelings of overall self-worth. It would
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
145
seem quite useful for future research to explore the salience or 
inportance of various self-concept components to high achieving gifted 
children. For example, it would be interesting to explore the relative 
importance gifted children attribute to success or competence in the 
scholastic domain versus the athletic domain, and the relationship with 
global self-worth. If it was the case that the scholastic domain was 
most salient to these children, one might want to alert parents or 
teachers to the possible implications of this domain becoming so 
prominent that all others are cast into shadow.
The impact of changing social influences on high achieving gifted 
children's self-concept constitutes yet another area where further 
research is needed. There was some suggestion in the results of the 
present research that gifted girls viewed themselves as slightly more 
competent than gifted boys in the athletic domain, an area of traditional 
male dominance. Outside of this difference, gifted girls and boys were 
generally equivalent in their perceptions of competence. These findings 
raise interesting questions in light of earlier research generally 
suggesting that females exhibit lower feelings of competence than males 
(Davis § Rimm, 1985), and that gifted girls display lower career 
aspirations compared to gifted boys (Kerr, 1985). Are gifted girls' 
self-perceptions changing? What factors in the social environment of 
these girls might account for such changes?
It is hoped that future research exploring self-concept functioning 
in gifted populations will utilize multidimensional measurement 
strategies. Further validation of such measures as the Self-Perception 
Profile for Children with other gifted samples would be useful. Beyond
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
serving as a research tool, this measure may have utility as a clinical 
assessment instrument providing information on various components of 
self-concept -functioning for those individuals involved in guidance and 
counselling activities with gifted children and their families.
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Table 6
Factor Pattern (Oblique Rotation) for the Self'Perceptlon Profile
for Children
Item Description I.
Scholastic
Competence
1. Good >1 achoolwork 
7. J u t)  as (m arl
13. Do achoolwork quickly 
IS. (Wmambar Ih ln g i easily 
25 Do wall at classwork
31. Can llgura out an iw tra
2. Easy to  m akt frlsnds 
S. Hava ( lo t  o f liia n d t
14. Eaay to  Ilka
20. Do th ings w llh  alol o l kids 
26. Most kids Ilka ma
32. Popular artth othars
3. Do w a ll a l sports
9. Good anough at (ports
15. Good at outdoor activity
21. B a ilor than othars al (ports 
27. Play rathar than watch
33. Good at naw outdoor gamas
4. Happy w ith tha way I look
10. Happy w llh  hslghl 6  walght
16. Lika body tha way It la
22. Lika physical sppsaranca as is 
26 Uka lacs and hair as I t
34. Art attracthra or good looking
5. Uka tha way I bahavs
11. Usually do tha right thing
17. Act tha way suppotad
23. Don't gal In troubls
29. Don't do th ings shouldn't
35. K ind lo  othars
A B C
A6 .73 A2 
.56 .70 .64 
AO .69 .64
£2 A9 A9 
AO A5 .67 
A7 A3 .60
U.
Social
Accaptartca
A B C
III.
A th la tlc
Compalanes
A B C
.64 .76 A9 
.76 A8 .70 
AS JS7 A t  
34  3 9  3 6  
A2 A0 .62 
A9 AS .43
.78 A l  AO 
A l  .74 .77 
A 0  .73 .49 
A 5  .68 .72 
A9 .65 .41 
.66 .65 .73
IV.
Physical
Appsarancs
A B C
.72 .77 .71 
.46 .72 A4 
.70 A5 .62 
A4 A3 AS 
AS A7 .28 
A6 A3 AS
laadlns* h a  fan .IS aX bichxad tor So aaha X away.
S~*elt * atx and TX Oo Om !
■ ■xpih a isoi. Tw. Sift Oraaas) 
( i n n  c p u i a*as» S v d a n id
V.
Behavioral
Conduct
A B C
J
it
A9 .77 AS 
.41 .72 A7 
.70 .71 AS 
A l .  42. 69 
A6 AS A2 
A7 A 3 A0
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Table 4
Factor Pattern (oblique rotation)
for Elementary School Children
Itam  D « ic r i ; l lM
i N. m.
Clatsm ata a  a a  a A ■
2 U ka Ihw n tha way thay ara .56 .43
•  Can bacoma Irla n d t with .50 .44
10 Don’t  maka tun of tham .67 .35
**14 Halp tham maka up work .46 .40
10 Gat a tkad  to  play .85 .53
22 Play w ith  at racaaa .65 .61
Friand
4 Can tatt problems to .45 3 7
* ’ •  Go placaa artlh .46 3 3 3 5
*12 Can com plain to - 3 3
*16 Spand lim a w ith .46 .M
20 U atan to  what thay aay .40 .60
**24 r  Eata ovar at houaa 
*
• 3 6 .34
Parent
1 Do understand tham 3 0  .57
S Uatan to  problems .71 .65
•  Cara about tha lr faallnga .68 .72
13 T ra it  Ilka a parson .67 .76
17 Uka tha way thay ara .78 3 0
21 W hat chlldran do Important .65 .62
Taachar
3 H alp  tham If  upsat 31 38
7 Halp tham do vary bast 31  37
11 C ara t about tham .71 .66
15 la fa ir lo  I ham I 3 6  36
IS C ara t If faal bad ■ • 3 2  .74
23 T raa tt Ilka a parson .62 31
la a i s i  *•»» ini> SO mu am mlia
“ am  rrw a i*
'term m s u m
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Table 5
Factor Pattern (oblique rotation)
for Middle School Students
11am Datcrip llon
L It  BL tv.
Claiamata A B A B A B A B
2 Llko thorn tho way thay era .61 .35
• Can bacoma Irland t w ith .51 .40
10 Don't maka tun o l tham .58 A6
*•14 Halp tham maka up work .44 J7
IB Oat askad to  play .54 .71
22 Play w ith at racaat A4 .62
Frtand
4 Can tall problams to .61 .60
••a Co placaa w ith .39 .77 AS
•12 Can complain to .64 .66
*16 Spand tlm a w ith .40 .53 A3
20 U lta n  to  what thay aay .71 .43
•*24 E a tt ovar at houaa .44 .64 .
Fm m I
1 Do undarttand tham A3 .72
S Uatan to  problama .76 .79
B Cara about tha ir faa llng i .76 .79
13 Traal Ilka a paraon .67 .72
17 U ka tha way thay ara .77 .66
21 What chlldran do important .75 At
TH C hw
3 Halp tham II upaat A l AS
7 Halp tham do vary b a it .64 .62
11 Carat about tham .76 .73
15 la fair to  tham AS .56
19 Carat If laal bad AO .72
23 T raati Ilka a parton . A4 .67
Wm  man JO r*x pa ia tM *
•*lt*d» Changed
*fUm mediiied
Intercorrelatlons among aubscalaa 
The intercorrelations among subscale scores are presented In Table 6 for the two age 
groups. Elementary School pupils and Middle School students. Low moderate correlations 
exist among the subscales, and the pattern Is quite similar for the two groups with one ex* 
ceptlon. The correlation between classmate support and friend support Is higher for the 
elementary school children than for middle school students, consistent with the factor 
analysis Indicating that classmate and friend support define one peer factor at the elemen* 
tary school level whereas they are separate factors In middle school.
Table 6.
Subscale Intercorrelallons
Friend
Parent
M .28 
E .31
Friend Classmate
Classmate .34
.40
.41
.57
Teacher .37 J27 .40
M -  Mlddla School 
E *  Elamantary School
.33 .30 .43
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VERY AfeLE LEARNER SCREEN1H0 GRID
STUDENT _________________________ D.O.E.__________________GRADE
SCHOOL ____________________________ TEACHER__________________ _
RISE TEACHER -__________________L_
Primai'y language spoken in the home _______________________________
Are there any social, emotional or physical factors? YES ( ) NO ( )
Are there other factors to be considered? YES ( ) NO ( )
A.
ASSESSMENT ITEMS AND DATES SCORES
Slosson Intelligence Test 144+ 143-133 132-126 125-123 122-120
95+ 94-90 89-B5 84-80 79-75P.I.A.T. Reading Comprehension tile
95+ 94-90 89-85 84-80 79-75P.I.A.T. Mathematics Sile
95+ . 94-90 89-85
1
84-80 79-75PCI.A.T. Test Total Xile
4
IColumn Tally
Weight X5 X4 X3 X2 XI
Add Across + + 4 4 + i
Total Score
Do these scores adequately reflect child’s daily performance? YES { ) 
If NO I 1. Explain:
: b. Renzulli Scales: Learning 32 31-28 27-24 23-20 19-16 |
- ■
Renzulll Scales: Motivation 36-34 33-30 29-26 25-22 21-18
Student Project: Counitment ALWAYS OFTEN
SOME­
TIMES RARELY NEVER
Renzulli Scales: Creativity 40 39-35 34-30 | 29-25 24-20
i
* PRINCIPAL     DATE
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• ' .*vh:?k  ' ... „. ..l j •jrjaurma'jmxnia
What I Am Like
IP i i . B  U  4 1 T T I — T1 I’W H g tfC T B
Nam e______________________________________Aq« ________Birthday____________________Group________
M onth Day
Boy or Girt (circle which)
SAMPLE SENTENCE
Really Sort o l Sort o l Really
True True True True
tor me lor me lor me lor me
(a) »■ i i— i Some kids would rather Other kids would rather ■ ■ ■ .
| I j | play outdoors In their BUT watch T.V. j j |____|
1. p— j | Some kids (eel that they Other kids worry about ■ . ■ ■ .
I I I I are very pood at their BUT whether they can do the I I I I
I I |_____ | school work school work assigned to I_____ I I____ I
them.
2. \ — - 1 |---------1 Some kids (Ind it hard to Other kids llnd It’s pretty ■---------i r .
1 I I I make triends BUT easy to make (rlends. I I I I
*
3. .-------1 j--------| Some kids do very well Other kids don't (eel that ■---------■ --------•
I I I I at all kinds ol sports BUT they are very good when I I I I
I_____I I____ I It comes to sports. I____ I I_____I
4. |— | f— | Some kids are happy Other kids are not happy »■ . ■—■ .
I I I I with the way they look BUT with the way they look. I I I I
5. |-------I |  |  Some kids often do not Other kids usually like r  ■ .  r  -  .
I I I I like the way they behave BUT the way thay behave. I I I I
8.   j I—  I Some kids are often Other kids are pretty --------- ■ .
I I I  I unhappy with themselves BUT pleased with themselves. I I I I
7. j-------   . . Some kids (eel like they Other kids aren’t so sure r ——i r i
I I I  I are Just as smart as BUT and wonder II they are l i l t
I | | | as other kids their age as smart.__________________ I____I I_____I
8. I—  | <■ . Some kids have alol of Other kids don't have «—  ■ i »
t i l l  friends BUT very many friends. I I I I
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0 '  Really 
Trua * 
lor mo
Sort o l 
Two  
lor mo
- Sort of 
True 
for me
Really 
True 
for me
8. □ □ Soma kids wish I hoy could bo alot bottor ol sports BUT Other kids feel they are good enough at sports. □ □
10. □ □ Some kids ora happy with thalr halght and weight BUT Other kids wish their height or weight were dllfarent. □ □
11. □ □ Some kids usually do the right thing BUT Other kids often don’t do the right thing. □ □
12. □ □ Some kids don’t Ilka the - way thay are leading their life BUT Other kids do like the way they are leading their life. □ □
13. □ □ Some kids are pretty s/ow in finishing their school work BUT Other kids can do their school work quickly. □ □
14. □ r  . □ Some kids would like to have alot more friends BUT Other kids have as many friends as they want. □ □
15.
T
□ □ Some kids think they could do well at Just about any new sports 
activity they haven't 
tried before
BUT
Other kids are afraid 
they might net do well at 
sports they haven't ever 
tried.
□ □
16.
« □ □ Some kids wish their body was different BUT Other kids Ilka their body the way It is. □ □
17. □ □ Some kids usually act the way they know they are aupposad to BUT Other kids often don’t act the way they are supposed to. □ □
18.
f □ □ Some kids are happy with themselves as a person BUT Other kids are often not happy with themselves. □ □
18.
1 □ □ Some kids often forget what they learn BUT Other kids can remember things eaalfy. □ □
20. □ □ Some kids are always doing things with alot ol kids BUT Other kids usually do things by themselvea. □ □
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21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
Really 
Trua 
for ma
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
Sort ol 
Trua 
lor ma
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
Some kids faet tha! thay 
ara battar than othera BUT 
thalr age at sports
Some kids wish thalr 
physical appearance (how BUT 
they look) was dltlarant
Some kids usually gat 
In troubla because of BUT 
things they do
Soma kids Ilka the kind 
of parson they are BUT
Some kids do very wall 
at their classwork BUT
Some kids wish that
more people their age BUT
liked them
In games and sports
some kids usually watch BUT
instead of play
Some kids wish
something about their BUT
face or hair looked
dltlarant
Soma kids do things
they know they BUT
shouldn’t  do
Other kids don’t leal 
thay can play as wall.
Other kids Ilka thalr 
physical appearance tha 
way It Is.
Other kids usually don’t 
do things that gat them  
In trouble.
Other kids often wish 
they were someone 
else.
Other kids don’t do 
very well at their 
classwork.
Other kids feet that most 
people their age do like 
them.
Other kldb usually p/ay 
rather than Just watch.
Other kids like their face 
and hair the way they 
are.
Other kids hardly avar 
do things they know 
they shouldn't do.
Sort o l 
True 
for ma
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
30.
31.
32.
□  I — -I Some kids are veryI I happy being the wayI I they ara
□  « i Some kids have troubla inner Kias aimosiI I figuring out the answers BUT always can figure outI____ I In school the answers.
Other kids wish they 
BUT were dltlarant.
Other kids almost
□  I-------- | Some kids are popularI I with others their age Other kids are not vary BUT popular.
□
□
□
Really 
True 
lor ma
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
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33.
34.
35.
36.
Really- 
True 
for mo
□
□
□
□
Sort *1 
Trua 
(or ma
□
□
□
□
Some kids don't do well 
at new outdoor games BUT
Some kids think that
they are good looking BUT
Some kids behave 
themselves very well BUT
Some kids are not very 
happy with the way they BUT 
do alot of things
Other kids are good at 
new games right away.
Other kids think that 
they are not very 
good looking.
Other kids often find It 
hard to behave 
themselves.
Other kids think the way 
they do things Is lino.
Sort ol 
True 
lor me
□
□
□
□
Susan Harter, Ph.D., University of Denver, 1985
* «
A ■ m * * -F *
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True 
lor me
□
□
□
□
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Master list of Items grouped according to subscale.
Item # refers to the position on the child’s form. Items keyed positively ( +  ) present the 
more competent or adequate self-description as the first part of the statement, whereas 
items keyed negatively ( - )  present the less competent or adequate self-description first.
Item # Keyed SCHOLASTIC COMPETENCE
1 +  Some kids feel that they are very good at their schooiwork BUT Other
kids worry about whether they can do the schooiwork assigned to 
them.
7 +  Some kids feel like they are just as smart as other kids their age BUT
Other kids aren’t so sure and wonder if they are as smart.
13 -  Some kids are pretty slow in finishing their schooiwork BUT Otherkids
can do their schooiwork quickly.
19 — Some kids often forget what they learn BUT Other kids remember
things easily.
25 +  Some kids do very well at their classwork BUT Other kids don’t do well
at their classwork.
31 -  Some kids have trouble figuring out the answers in school BUT Other
kids can almost always figure out the answers.
SOCIAL ACCEPTANCE
2 -  Some kids find it hard to make friends BUT Other kids find It’s pretty
easy to make friends.
8 +  Some kids have alot of friends BUT Other kids don't have very many
friends.
14 — Some kids would like to have alot more friends BUT Other kids have as
many friends as they want. (New item).
20 +  Some kids are always doing things with alot of kids BUT Other kids
usually do things by themselves.
26 — Some kids wish that more people their age liked them BUT Other kids
feel that most people their age do like them.
32 +  Some kids are popular with others their age BUT Other kids are not
very popular.
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Item #
3
9
15
21
27
33
4 
10
16 
22
28
34
5 
11 
17 
23 
29
35
Keyed ATHLETIC COMPETENCE
+ Some kids do very well at all kinds of sports BUT Other kids don't feel 
that they are very good when it comes to sports.
-  Some kids wish they could be alot better at sports BUT Other kids feel 
they are good enough at sports.
+ Some kids think they could do well at just about any new sports activi­
ty they haven't tried before BUT Other kids are afraid they might not do 
well at sports they haven't ever tried.
+ Some kids feel that they are better than others their age at sports BUT 
Other kids don't feel that they can play as well.
-  In games and sports some kids usually watch instead of play BUT 
Other kids usually play rather than watch.
-  Some kids don't do well at new outdoor games BUT Other kids are 
good at new games right away.
PHYSICAL APPEARANCE
*
+ Some kids are happy with the way they look BUT Other kids are not 
happy with the way they look.
+ Some kids are happy with their height and weight BUT Other kids wish 
their height or weight were different.
-  Some kids wish their body was different BUT Other kids like their body 
the way it is.
-  Some kids wish their physical appearance (how they look) was dif­
ferent BUT Other kids like their physical appearance the way it is.
-  Some kids wish that something about their face or hair looked dif­
ferent BUT Other kids like their face and hair the way it is.
+  Some kids think that they are good looking BUT Other kids think that
they are not very good looking.
BEHAVIORAL CONDUCT
-  Some kids often do not like the way they behave BUT Other kids usual­
ly like the way they behave.
+ Some kids usually do the right thing BUT Other kids often don't do the
right thing.
+ Some kids usually act the way they know they are supposed to BUT
Other kids often don't act the way they are supposed to.
-  Some kids usually get into trouble because of the things they do BUT
Other kids usually don't do things that get them in trouble.
-  Some kids do things they know they shouldn’t do BUT Other kids hard­
ly ever do things they know they shouldn’t do.
+ Some kids behave themselves very well BUT Other kids often find it
hard to behave themselves. (New item).
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Item « Keyed GLOBAL SELF-WORTH
Some kids are often unhappy with themselves BUT Other kids are pret­
ty pleased with themselves.
Some kids don’t like the way they are leading their life BUT Other kids 
do like the way they are leading their life.
Some kids are usually happy with themselves as a person BUT Other 
kids are often not happy with themselves.
Some kids like the kind of person they are BUT Other kids often wish 
they were someone else.
Some kids are very happy being the way they are BUT Other kids wish 
they were different.
Some kids are not happy with the way they do alot of things BUT Other 
kids think the way they do things is fine.
6 —
12 —
18 +
24 +
30 +
CDeo
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What I Am Like
■■»7T,«W W r . - ; w ^ ^ r L^ U ’an-w w ilpmiw um^
SCORING KEY
SELF PERCEPTION PROFILE FOR CHILDREN
(Revision of the Perceived Competence Scale for Children
Susan Harter, Ph.D.. University of Denver, 1985
1. □ 
! i
0Some kids feel that they are very good at their school work BUT Other kids worry about whether they can do the school work assigned to 
them.
00
2 r
r □ 0Some kids find It hard to make friends BUT Other kids find it's pretty easy to make friends.iS 00
3. □ 0Some kids do very well at all kinds of sports BUT Other kids don’t feel that they are very good when It comes to sports. 00
4. 00Some kids are happy with the way they look BUT Other kids are not happy with the way they look. 00
5. □ 0Some kids often do not like the way they behave BUT Other kids usually like the way they behave. 00
6. 00Some kids are often unhappy with themselves BUT Other kids are pretty pleased with themselves. 00
7. 00Some kids feel like they are Just as smart as as other kids their age BUT Other kids aren't so sure and wonder If they are as smart. 00
8. 00Some kids have alot of friends BUT Other kids don't have very many friends. 00
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Table 7.
Correlations among subscales for the different samples.
S ocia l A th le tle P hysical Behavioral O lobel
A cceptance Com petence Appearance C onduct S ell-w orth
S cho lastic A  -54 34 .32 .47 M
Com petence B 5 4 .12 ja .47 3 4
C , 3 1 .18 31 3 9 3 8
C . .63 .52 .48 .45 31
0  .44 3 5 3 t 3 8 3 4
S ocia l .44 3 8 31 .48
A cceptance 3 4 .34 3 0 .43
31 39 3 2 31
.45 31 3 9 3 8
3 3 3 7 .41 3 6
A th le tic .50 .10 .44
Com petence 3 4 31 3 0
.43 .08 3 5
.■ .50 3 8 3 2
r 3 4 3 5 .45
P hysical 3 7 '  3 4
Appearance .19 3 6
.12 3 2
3 8 .73
3 5 .72
Behavioral AT
C onduct .47
.42
3 7
3 0
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TEACHER'S RATING SCALE OF CHILD'S ACTUAL BEHAVIOR
I f m l ld i  th e  s e lf-p e rc rp lio n  p ro file  fo r ch ild re n )
Child's name._________________________________  Class/grade/group_______________  Rater___________________ _
For each child, please indicate what you feel to be his/her actual competence on each question, in your opinion. First 
decide what kind of child he or she is like, the one described on the left or right, and then indicate whether this is just sort 
of true or really true for that'individual. Thus, for each item, check one of four boxes.
*
r
Really
True
Sort of 
True
1. □ □
2. □ □
3. □ □
4. □ □
S. □ □
t. □ □
7. □ □
S. □ □
9. □ □
10. □ □
11. □ □
12. □ □
13. □ □
14. □ □
15. □ □
Sort of 
True
Really
True
This child is really OR 
good at his/her 
school work
This child finds it OR
hard to make friends
This child does OR
really well at all 
kinds of sports
This child is OR
good-looking
This child is usually OR
well-behaved
This child often OR
forgets what s/he
learn, OR
This child has alot 
of friends
This child is better OR
than others his/her 
age at sports
This child has a nice OR
physical appearance
This child usually OR
acts appropriately
This child has OR
trouble figuring out 
the answers in. 
school
This child is popular OR
with others his/her
»«e
This child doesn't OR
do well at new 
outdoor games
This child isn't OR
very good looking
This child often gets OR
in trouble because 
of things he/she does
This child can't do 
the school work 
assigned.
For this child it's 
pretty easy.
This child isn't ■ 
very good when it 
comes to sports.
This child is not 
very good-looking.
This child is often 
not well-behaved.
This child can 
remember things 
easily.
This child doesn't 
have many ffiends.
This child can’t play 
as well.
This child doesn’t 
have such a nice 
physical appearance.
This child would be 
better if s/he acted 
differently.
This child almost 
always can figure out 
the answers.
This child is not very 
popular.
This child is good at 
new games right 
away.
This child is pretty 
good-looking.
This child usually 
doesn't do things 
that get him/her 
in trouble.
□ □
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
□
Su^m Harter. Um vertity oi Denver. IM S
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PEOPLE IN MY LIFE
MM)
Really 
True 
lor Ma
Soil of 
Tiua 
lor Ue Sample Item
Sod of 
Two 
for Mo
noony 
Tmo 
for Mo
□ □
Soma kids Ilka to do fun 
things with a lot of othar 
people BUT
Other kids like to do fun 
things with Just a few 
people. □ □
1. □ □
Soma kids have parents 
who don't really 
undtrtttnd them
BUT
Other kids have parents 
who really do understand 
them. □ □
2. □ □
Soma kids have class­
mates who like them 
the way they are
BUT
Other kids have class­
mates who wish they were 
dUttront. □ □
3. □ □
Soma kids have a teacher 
who helps them if they 
are upsef and have a 
problem
BUT
Other kids don’t have a 
teacher who helps them 
If they are upset and 
have a problem. □ □
4.
□
Some kids have a close 
friend who they can tell 
problemt to
BUT
Other kids don’t have a 
close frlend.who they can 
tell problem* to. □ □
5.
□ □
Some kids have parents 
who don't seem to want 
to haar about their 
children's problems
BUT
Other kids have parents 
who do want to //tfen to 
their children's problems. □ □
6. □ □
Some kids have class­
mates that they can 
become friends with
BUT
Other kids don’t have 
classmates that they can 
become friends with. □ □
7.
□ □
Some kids don’t have a 
teacher who he/ps them 
to do their very best
BUT
Other kids do have a 
teacher who helps them to 
do their very best □ □
8.
□ □
Some kids have a close 
friend who really under­
stands them
BUT
Other kids don’t have ■ 
' close friend who 
understands them. □ □
8.
□ □
Some kids have parents 
who care about their 
feelings
BUT
Other kids have parents 
who don't seem to care 
very much about their 
chlldren'a feelings.
□ □
10. □ □
Some kids have class­
mates who sometimes 
make fun of them
BUT
Other kids don’t have 
classmates who make fun 
of them. □ □
11.
□ □
Some kids do have a 
teacher who cares about 
them
BUT
Other kids don’t have a 
teacher who cares about 
them. □ □
$
(OVER)
-
• •
- -•
s 1 - - *
> - 1 . .
7 • 1 * * ,  * • * • '  *
• • •
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Really 
True 
lor Me
Sort o( 
True 
for Mo
Sort of 
True 
for Me
Really 
True 
for Me
12. □ □ Somo kids havo •  cloao frland who thoy can talk to about thlnga that bothor tham BUT
Other kids don’t have a 
close friend who they can 
talk to about things that 
bother them. □ □
13. □ □ Some kids havo parenta who treat their children like a person who really matters BUT
Other kids have parents 
who don't usually treat 
their children like a 
person who matters. □ □
14. □ □ Some kids have class­mates who pay attention to what they say BUT Other kids have class­mates who usually don't pay attention to what they 
say.
□ □
15. □ □ Some kids don't have a teacher who la /a/r to them BUT Other kids do have a teacher who la fair to them. □ □
18. □ □ Some kids don’t have a close friend who they like to spend time with BUT Other kids do have a close friend who they like to spend time with. □ □
17. □ □ Some kids have parents who Ilka them the way thoy are BUT Other kids have parents who wish their children were dltforont. □ □
18. □ □ Some kids don’t get asked to play -In games with classmates very often BUT Other kids often get asked to play In games by their classmates. □ □
IB. □ □ Some kids don't have a teacher who cares If they feel bad BUT Other kids do,have a teacher who cares II they feel bad. □ □
20. □ □ Some kids don’t have a close Iriend who really J/sfent to what they say BUT Other kids do have a close friend who really listens to what they say. □ □
21. □ □ Some kids have parents who don’t act like what their children do Is Important BUT
Other kids have parents 
who do act like what 
their children do Is 
important □ □
22. □ □ Some kids olten spend recess being a/one BUT Other kids spend recess playing with their class- mates. □ □
23. □ □ Some kids have a teacher who treats them like a person BUT Other kids don’t have a teacher who treats them tike a person. □ □
24. □ □ Some kids don’t have a close friend who cares about their feelings BUT Other kids do have a close friend who cares about their feelings. □ □
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Master U *t ol Items Grouped According to S'ubscale
Item # refers to tha position on the child's form. Items keyed positively ( +  ) present the 
positive social support statement on the left, whereas Items keyed negatively ( - )  present 
the statement conveying the lack of social support on the left.
Item « Keyed PARENTAL SUPPORT/REGARD
1 -  Some kids have parents who don’t really understand them BUT Other
kids have parents who really do understand them.
5 — Some kids have parents who don’t seem to want to hear about their
chlldren'a problems BUT Other kids have parents who do want to 
listen to their children's problems.
9 +  Some kids have parents who care about their feelings BUT Other kids
have parents who don’t seem to care very much about their feelings.
13 +  Some kids have parents who treat their child like a parson who real­
ly matters BUT Other kids have parents who don't usually treat their 
child like a person who matters.
17 +  Some kids have parents who like them the way they are BUT Other
kids have parents who wish their children were different.
21 — Some kids have parents who don’t act like what their children do Is
Important BUT Other kids have parents who do act like what their 
children do Is Important.
CLASSMATE SUPPORT/REGARD
2 +  Some kids have classmates who like them the way they are BUT Other
kids have classmates who wish they were dllfarant.
6 +  Some kids have classmates they can become friendly with BUT Other
kids don't have classmates that they can become friendly with.
10 +  Some kids have classmates who sometimes make fun of them BUT
Other kids don't have classmates who make fun of them.
14 +  Some kids have classmates who pay attention to what they say BUT
Other kids have classmates who usually don’t pay attention to what 
they say.
18 -  Some kids don’t get asked to play In games with classmates very often
BUT Other kids often get asked to play In games by their classmates.
22 -  Some kids often spend their recess being alone BUT Other kids spend
recess playing with their classmates.
Item « Keyed TEACHER SUPPORT/REGARD
3 +  Some kids have a teacher who helps them If they are upset or have a
problem BUT Other kids don’t have a teacher who helps them If they 
are upset or have a problem.
7 ■ -  Some kids don’t have a teacher who helps them to do their very best
BUT Other kids do have a teacher who helps them to do their very best
11 +  Some kids do have a teacher who cares about them BUT Other kids
don’t have a teacher who cares about them.
15 — Some kids don’/have a teacher who Is /a /r to them BUT Other kids do
have a teacher who Is fair to them.
19 -  Some kids don’t have a teacher who cares If they feel bad BUT Other
kids do have a teacher who cares If they feel bad.
23 +  Some kids have a teacher who treats them like a person BUT Other
kids don't have a teacher who treats them like a person.
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CLOSE FRIEND SUPPORT/REGARD
4 +  Some kids have a close friend who they can fell problems to BUT
Other kids don’t have a close friend who they can tell problems to.
8 +  Some kids have a close friend who really understands them BUT Other
kids don’t have a close friend who really understands them.
12 +  Some kids have a close friend who they can talk to about things that
bolher them BUT Other kids don't have a close friend who they can 
talk to about things that bother them. <
18 — Some kids don't have a close friend who they like to spend time with
BUT Other kids do have a close friend who they like to spend time 
with, i
20 — Some kids don’t have a close friend who really listens to what they say
BUT Other kids do have a close friend who really listens to what they 
say.
24 — Some kids don’t have a close friend who cares about their feelings
BUT Other kids do have a close friend who cares about their feelings.
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1 7 6
PEOPLE IN MY LIFE
Nam* — . _
<LM*
Really 
True 
for Ma
Sort of 
Truo 
for Ma
SCORING KEY 
Sampla Itam
Sort of 
True 
for Me
Realty 
True 
for Me
□ □ Soma kids Ilka to do lun things with a lot of othar people BUT Othar kids Ilka to do fun things with Just a few people. □ □
(p)1 ED El Soma kids have parents who don't really undarttand them BUT Othar kids have parents who really do understand them. El □
<C)2 El m Soma kids have class­mates who Ilka them the way they are BUT Other kids have class­mates who wish they were dltfarant. □ □
0 ) 3 □ El
Soma kids have a teacher 
who he/pa them It they 
are upstt and have a 
problem
BUT
Othar kids don’t have a 
teacher who helps them 
If they are upset and 
have a problem. m □
(F)4 m □ Soma kids have a close friend who they can tall probtamt to BUT Othar kids don’t have a dose friend who they can tall problema to. El □
(P)5 El □ Soma kids have parents who don’t seem to want to hear about their children'a problems BUT
Other kids have parents 
who do want to lit tan to 
thalr children's problems. El □
<C)6 □ El Soma kids have class­mates that they can become friends with BUT Othar kids don’t have classmates that they can become friends with. El □
0 ) 7 □ El Soma kids don’t have a teacher who he/pa them to do their vary bast BUT Other kids do have a teacher who halpt them to do their very best. □ □
(F )8 El m Soma kids have a close friend who really under­stands them BUT Other kids don’t have a close friend who understands them. m □
(P) 9 El m Soma kids have parents who care about their feelings BUT Other kids have parents who don’t seem to cere very much about their children'a feelings. □ El
(C)10 □ El Soma kids have class­mates who sometimes make fun of them BUT Other kids don’t have classmates who make fun of them. El
0 )1 1 El 0 Some kids do have a teacher who cares about them BUT Other kids don’t have a teacher who cares about them. s 0
(OVER)
-
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Summary of Univariate Analysis of Variance with Group as a Source of 
Variation from Discriminant Analysis
Subscale Group Mean df F
Scholastic G 3.64 1 59.11***
R 2.89
Social G 3.10 1 .25
R 3.03
Athletic G 2.87 1 .71
R 2.99
Appearance G 3.00 1 .66
R 3.03
Conduct G 3.18 1 5.25*
R 2.94
Self-worth G 3.47 1 5.92**
R 3.23
Note. Group: G
*£ < .-05 
**£ < .01 
***£ < .00001
= gifted; R = regular
-
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Regular Regression Analysis of the Six Self-Concept Subscales1 
Contributions Simultaneously to Variance in Group Membership
Source of variation SS df MS F
R2
(Model)
Model 11.67 6 1.94 11.88* .381
Residual 18.82 115 .16
Total 30.50 121
*£ < .0001
Stepwise Regression Analysis of the Self Perception Profile for Children 
Subscales * Contributions to Variance in Group Membership
Multiple R2
Dependent variable Variable entered R (Model) _F
Group membership Scholastic .574 .330 59.10*
Athletic .617 .381 36.75*
Note. Forward Regression Analysis reproduced the results above.
*£ < .0001
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Backward Elimination Regression Analysis of the Six Self-Concept Subscales1
Contributions to the Variance in Group Membership (Usefulness of Variable 
Analysis
Dependent Variable Multiple R2 R2
variable removed R (Model) Change F
Group Self-worth .618 .382 -.000 14.38*
membership Social .618 .382 -.000 18.12*
Appearance .618 .382 -.000 24.33*
Conduct .617 .381 -.000 36.75*
*£ < .0001
Intercorrelations for Self-Concept Subscales and Correlations with Group 
Membership
Scale 2 3 4 _5: 6 T
1. Group -.57*** -.04 .07 .02 -.20* -.21**
2. Scholastic .28** .25** .16 .30*** .53***
3. Social - .60*** ^41* * * .18* .50***
4. Athletic - .47*** .01 .49***
5. Appearance - .13 .56***
6. Conduct .32***
7. Self-worth -
*p < .05 
**£ < .01 
***£ < .001
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FREQUENCY BAR CHART
FREQUENCY
1 *****
1 *****
1 *****
1 - * * * * *
35 + *****
I *****
1 *****
1 * * * * *
1 * * * * *
30 + *****
1 ***** -
*****
1 *****
1 *****
25 + *****
1 *****
1 *****
*****
1 ***** *** 4 c *
20 + ***** *****
1 **** * *** ** *****
1 **** * ***** *****
1 **** * * ** ** **** *
1 **** * ***** *****
15 + ***** **** * *** ** *****
1 ***** ***** *** ** ***** -
1 * **** ***** ***** ***** . *****
I ***** ***** *** ** ***** ***** *****
1 * **** **** * * * * * * **** * * * * * * * * *  * *
10 + * **** ***** *** ** **** * ***** *****
1 ***** #*** * ***** ***** ***** *** **
1 * ***# **** * ***** **** * ***** *** **
1 ***** ***** ***** * * * *  * * * * * * * * *  * *
1 ***** ***** ***** ***** ***** *****
5 + ***** ***** ***** ***** ***** *****
1 ***** **** * ***** ***** -- ***** *** **
1 *** ** ***** ***** ***** ***** ***** 4 c * * * *
1 4c#* 4c 4c * * * * * ***** ***** ***** ***** *****
1 *#* ** * **** ***** ***** ***** **** * *****
-0. 75 -0.50 -0.25 0. 00 0.25 0.50 0. 75
GRFSIO MIDPOINT RESIDUALS
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Reference Group Responses for Scholastic Competence Item
187
Group
-
Regular
class Friends
All
kids Gifted.
Regular and 
gifted
Gifted n 50 4 4 0 3
% 82.0 6.6 6.6 0.0 4.9
Regular n 48 10 0 3 0
% 78.7 16.4 0.0 4.9 0.0
Reference Group Responses for Social Acceptance Item
Group Gifted
Regular
class Friends All Gifted
Regular and 
gifted
Gifted n 2 40 10 5 3 1
% 3.3 65.6 16.4 8.2 4.9 1.6
Regular n 0 36 19 0 6 0
% 0.0 59.0 31.1 0.0 9.8 0.0
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Reference Group Responses for Athletic Competence Item
Reference group category
Group Regular class Friends All Other
Gifted n 45 8 5 3
% 73.6 13.1 8.2 4.9
Regular n 39 17 0 5
% 63.9 27.9 0.0 8.2
Reference Group Responses for Physical Appearance Item
Reference group category_________________
Regular and
Group Regular class Friends All Other :■ gifti
Gifted n 35 10 8 6 2
% 57.4 16.4 13.1 9.8 3.3
Regular n 25 26 0 10 0
% 41.0 42.6 0.0 16.4 0.0
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Reference Group Responses for Behavioral Conduct Item
9 Reference group category
Regular Regular and
Group Gifted class Friends All Other gifted
Gifted n 2 39 -9 3 7 1
% 3.3 63.9 14.8 4.9 11.5 1.6
Regular n 0 33 22 0 6 0
% 0.0 54.1 36.1 0.0 9.8 0.0
Reference Group Responses for Global Self-Worth Item
Reference group category
-
Regular and
Group Regular class Friends All Other gifted
Gifted n 34 19 3 2 3
S' 55.7 31.1 4.9 3.3 4.9
Regular n 29 27 0 5 0
% 47.5 44.3 0.0 8.2 0.0
Note. In all tables Other category included such responses as Siblings, 
Relatives, Community groups.
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19.1
Subscale Reliabilities for Parent/Teacher Rating Forms
Scholastic Social Athletic Physical Behavioral
Adult Competence Acceptance Competence Appearance Conduct
Mother .82 .79 .82 .81 .81
Father .81 .83 .88 .78 .82
Teacher .91 .94 .94 .93 .92
Note. Reliabilities are based on three items per Subscale using 
Cronbach's Alpha as a measure of internal consistency.
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